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PREFACE 

nJTJTn-njTJirLTLJTJTrmj^^ 


The chapters of this volume are made up of papers which were pre- 
sented at the conference on Social Psychology at Crossroads sponsored 
hy the University of Oklahoma and held on its campus April 6-ii, 
1950. 'rhe sheer magnitude of the momentous events and complica- 
tions of modern life are necessarily beginning to focus attention of 
men within the field of social sciences — as well as in other fields — on 
the problems created by man himsell in his relations with other human 
beings and groups in an ever increasingly complex world. 'Fhe various 
aspects o( human problems, both on individual and group levels, are 
being studied !;y indapendent research workers in biology, psychology, 
anthropology, sociology, and other social sciences. The findings in any 
one cjf these fields do not always coincide with the findings in the re- 
lated fields. Unless the (indings in the related areas are synthesized by 
viewing them in a common perspective, by comparing notes and by 
considering together the implications ol the results ol each of them in 
relation to others, they are doomed to remain rather discrete pieces of 
knowledge no matter how valuable they may be in themselves. Social 
psychology, with its concern with the experience and behavior ol the 
individual on one side and, on the other side, its concern with group 
relations and effects ol culture, is becoming more and more such a 
meeting ground lor these related fields. It was lelt by the University of 
Oklahoma that it would be a profitable step toward an integrative 
synthesis ol the sciences ol man it a gioup ol research men who were 
engaged in working on the hontieis of the sciences of man were 
brought together for a week to provide them with an oppoitunity 
to present their latest notions concerning their own special area and 
to have those notions discussed by the other scientists in attendance at 
the conference. 

In organizing the conference topics an attempt was made to select 
topics which arc of major importance to and understanding of why 
men act as they do. These topics were giv n to the participant speakers 
far enough in advance of the conference date to enable them to have 
sufficient. time to organize their presentation. The general excellence 
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PREFACE 


of the papers included herein is evidence that the speakers made effec- 
tive use of the time allowed. We arc indeed grateful to them, not only 
for the excellent quality of their papers, but lor the intense and stim- 
ulating task-oriented discussion which followed the presentation of 
each paper. 

Credit for the realization of the plans for the conference, and this 
volume, is directly attributable to Mr. Ward Merrick of Ardmore, 
Oklahoma. Mr. Merrick is more than a great and good friend to the 
University of Oklahoma. His deep sense of social responsibility marks 
him as a great and good Irieiid to all his fellow men. His faith and 
belief that our conference might ultimately contribute something to 
a lictter understanding of men (and hence provide a sound base for 
developing ways in which men can li\e more congenially with their 
fellow men) led him to provide for the cost ol holding the contercnce. 

As with any codperati\c project undertaken, there are always real, 
generous contributions made by a number of people. From its incep- 
tion, the conference had the fullest supiK>rt of Dr. George L. C^ross. 
President of the University, Dr. L. H. Snyder, Dean of the (rradiiaie 
College, Dr. E. D. Meachain, Dean ol the College ol Arts and Sciences. 
Dr. M. O. Wilson, C^hairman of the Psychology Department, Mr. H. 
Gunning, Executive Secretary of the Univeisity ol Oklahoma Founda- 
tion and Mr. Merrick's fellow meml)crs ol the Foundation's Board ol 
Directors. Much help was given, especially in the prc'liminary plan- 
ning by Dr. T. J. White and Mr. J. B. Freeman ol the stall ol the Ex- 
tension Division ol the University. Mr. M. Baker of the Extensiem 
Study Center was responsible for the flawless arrangements for con- 
ference rooms, and sleeping, dining and transportation facilities. 

J. Paxton, J. Y. Ruth, W. Simpson, A. Smykal, and D. Swanders — 
all graduate students in the Department ol Psycholc^gy at the Univer- 
sity ol Oklahcmia, contributed much to the success cjf the conference 
through the effective accomplishment of unforeseen tasks which arose 
as the conference progicssed. 

T he effective helj) of Miss Virginia Strickland and Mrs. Lu Hudson 
in preparing the manuscripts for publication materially shortened the 
time of putting together the various chapters ol the volume. 

John H. Rohrep 
Muzafer Sherif 
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Introduction 

MUZAFER SHERIF 

Univeisity oi Oklaboma 


In spite of the impressive achievements of the natural sciences and the 
technological developments which bring the means of living, com- 
munication, and transportation within the reach of human comfort 
and convenience, human relations today are fraught with confusion, 
uneasiness, anJ anxiety. As a consequence of this confusing state in 
human relations, more and more people today are turning for solu- 
tions and even prescriptions, to social psychology, whose main concern 
is the study of reciprocal relations between men and groups. 

Social psychology is, as yet, in no position to wTitc easy prescriptions. 
It is still groping its w^ay at the crossroads. Groping at the crossroads 
may be taken as a sign of vitality. A few decades ago, conditions were 
not ripe even for serious groping. 

From the perspective of the crossroads, we see the dead ends of in- 
dividualistic “psychologicar* approaches to social psychology on one 
side. On the opposite side, we see the dead ends ol the rival socio- 
cultural approaches to social psychology. Each of these dichotomous 
approaches, “individuar* \s. “socio-cultural,*’ branches oil into little 
intricate, blind alleys. When we survey the blind alleys of both ap- 
proaches, we find refined material wiiich can be utilized advanta- 
geously in the construction of the thoroughlare which we are bound 
to take some day. 

The so-called “individuar' approach is full of formulations which 
attempt to derive the products of human interaction — social struc- 
tures, institutions, technology, values, and norms — simply by extra- 
polating the picture formed of individuals under given circumstances 
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2 MUZAFEH SHEBIF 

and time, or from the operation of a sovereign instinct or list of them 
(e.g., ^iacDougall and PYciid). The rival approach of culture aj)ologists 
or exponents of various sorts of sociologisms is full of formulations 
almost obliterating the individual — making him well-nigh ai^ empty 
vase into w^hich culture and social prescriptions arc poured (e.g., Dur- 
khciin). riie result is obvious — ^fruitless controversy, without any pros- 
pects of resolution, over the adequacy of either an “individual" or 
“social” approach. Thus, both parties run in circles which constitute 
an intellectual heritage of the dichotomies still prevalent in so many 
areas of vital concern (e.g., secular vs. spiritual in education, individual 
rights vs. state rights in politics). 

In recent years the state of helplessness has forced both parties to 
borrow from each other. It is becoming clear that mere juxtaposition 
of little segments from each other is not the way out; nor is there the 
possibility of laying down the two approaches aipng the same contin- 
uum. For the problem iinolved is not how much we can get along 
w;ith one and how much more is needed of the other to complete the 
picture. 

It is rather a matter of lettels. If we arc working on the ]^s)(hological 
level, our unit of study is the single individual, and, hence, must be in 
terms of his psychological functioning — in such concepts as his motiva- 
tion, his perception, his learning, and his reacting — in short, in psycho- 
logical concepts. If we are working on tlic sociological or cultural level, 
our concepts of study arc in terms ol social orgaiii/ation, institutions, 
kinship system, status system, value system, language, art forms, tecli- 
nology — all the accumulated products of hiunan inierat tion. 

To be sure, if there were no human beings to inteiacl, there would 
be no cultural or social products, social oigani/ation, status svstem, 
value system, or technology, etc. But once such products come into 
existence and accumulate, they take their appropriate places as stimu- 
lus conditions setting certain limits, certain perspectives for .the very 
human beings who were originally responsible lor them. It is man who 
made machines; we can also say machines, in turn, n»ake man. It is 
man who created social organi/alion; we can also say it is social or- 
ganization that recasts man. Man is in the beginning cjf things, but his 
products are not man himself. His products (social organization, tech- 
nology, language, etc.) become subject matters of new disciplines— 
which can be, and are, studied on their own level in a meaningful way 
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without reference to single individuals. Thus, economics is a discipline 
in its own right, and so is ethnology, philology, fine arts, or rnusic. To 
think otherwise would lead us to the absurd position of saying that 
everytjiing is psychology — including physics and chemistry. 

If we are working on tlie psychological level, no matter how over- 
whelming the effects of social and cultural conditions may be, the con- 
cepts and their functional relations have to be in psychological terms 
— viz., in terms of perception, learning, motivation, etc. If we can 
think of an individual whose conformity to his group is complete, and 
who is perfectly happy in his conformity, e\cn in this case it would 
be a mistake, if we are psycJiologists, to explain him in any terms other 
than psychologic al — his motives, his temperament, his percejJtions, his 
learning, his ego, etc. Of course, all these concepts have no meaning in 
vacuum; they ha\e meaning only in their lunclional relationship to 
stimulus conditions^ Perce[)tion is perception in relation to its stimulus 
conditions, and learning is learning ol something. Demands of motives 
are in relation to the objects, things, and pc'ople in the surroundings. 

Now take the case of the most ardent nonconformist. Even 

though he may be sioicntly lebelling against everything in his scjciety, 
his |)sychologi(al accounting will be pitiluJly inadecpiate it his develop- 
ment is not traced in i elation icj so many settings of his life circum- 
stance's. Our analysis will (all pitilulK short il it is restiicted to a few 
iU'ins which we ntake soveieign in accounting lor everything. It is be- 
coming more and mcjre evident in psvchology in genet al, not only in 
its social brand, that leactions ol any sort acquire theii full significance 
c:)nly in relation to the whole ftamework of factors or determinants 
operating at a given time. Hence, man’s cx])ericnce and behavior take 
place in relation to a setting. Understanding of that setting becomes 
imperative. An aclec|uate undcTstanding of the setting derivc's from the 
study of sociology, etiinology, and other social science's. Tnijnoviscd 
notions conceining the nature ol the social setting in lancilul quasi- 
psychologic a 1 language have kept us in an imaginary world concerning 
the social stimulus condiiicms. 

If we have the conception of levels clearly in mind, the contrenersy 
over individual vs. cultural approaches to social psychology becomes a 
mcaningle.ss controversy. The absurdity of two kinds of social psychol- 
pgy (“individual” as opposed to “social”) becomes obvious. I here 
emerges one unified conception of social psychology, the principles of 
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which stem from general psychology only, whatever the rounded struc- 
ture of these principles ultimately may prove to be. In rounding out 
itself, this unihed social psychology does not have to neglect any factor 
or determinant coming from the individual himself; nor need ifc neg- 
lect any factors coming from the social stimulus conditions which are 
external in relation to the individual at birth. The reduciiimism so 
prevalently practiced by psychologists in regard to social stimulus con- 
ditions has been one of the most effective perpetuators of the fruitless 
dichotomy. Surrounding social stimulus conditions are not haphazard 
affairs. The family and other units of social organization, the furni- 
ture, the language, the social norms, the tools, etc., are patterned reali- 
ties of the stimulus field, which are, we repeat, studied as such by 
sociologists, ethnologists, and others working on the social level. Such 
rcductionism, so prevalent among the exponents of the so-called “indi- 
vidual” approach, has caused seveial authors intorested in concrete 
social behavior of man to improvise the ecpially objectionable socio- 
cultpral psychology as opposed to experimental psychology (e.g., 
Sprangcr, Durkheim). To save himself from the destruction ol reduc- 
tionism, the psychologist is waking up to the realization that he cannot 
simply improvise his notions about social stimulus conditions — about 
family organization, kinship system, language, status and role systems, 
and about the value or noim system. He is becoming aware of the 
necessity of leaniing these so(!io-cultuial stimulus conditions from the 
social scientists who study them at their appropriate meaningful level. 

Such a unified social ps)chology, which deals with individuals in 
1 elation to social stimulus conditions, uses only psychological concepts 
in its functional analysis. I'his functional analysis implies a well- 
rounded knowledge of the social stimulus conditions, which can be 
learned only from social scientists. To account for the patterning ol the 
individual experience and behavioi at any given moment, all the fac- 
tors or determinants coming from the individual — his inoiivaticiin, in- 
telligence, temperament, his life history as it particularly relates to the 
situation at hand — must be brought into the picture simultaneously. 
For perception is the product of the external and internal factors op- 
erating at the given time — the totality of which constitutes (he frame 
of reference ol the functional relations of various items. I'hat all the 
factors coming from the external field of stimulation and the factors , 
coming from the individual influence each other in an interdeixindent 
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way imposes upon us a very difficult task. The task is to go beyond the 
general statement that everything is related to everything else within 
the frame of reference and laboriously to vary this factor now, that 
factor later, with the ultimate aim of finding the relative weights for 
each and finally, expressing the relations in short-cut expressions. 

Newcomb addresses himself to the crucial problem of the necessity 
of a unified social psychology (Chapter 2). First, he expresses his dis- 
satisfaction with the present dichotomous state of social psychology. 
He rightly points his finger at the confusion caused by the existence 
of two social psychologies — one espoused by the “psychological ap- 
j)roach,“ the other upheld by the “sociological approach." 'I'he major 
inadequacy of the “psychological approadi" is that “it has never really 
faced the implications of the psychologists* claim to study the ‘organ- 
ism in environment,’ " because it has been a “bit naive concerning the 
full conditions of group life under which individual's perceptions of 
social behavior occur." On the other hand, social psychology repre- 
sented by the “sociological ajq^roach" is cc|ually detective. It has n^ver 
really Licci. ihe well-established fact ol biologically and otherwise 
determined selectixnty of the organism. It has taken human organisms 
as “virtually empty receptacles into which culluie is simply poured." 

Newcomb insists on building a unified “social psychology which 
takes full account of the realities oi psychological processes as well 
as the realities of social organ i/alion." Of course, the realities of social 
organi/ation in relation to which the individual interacts as an active 
agent with certain moti\es, attitudes, trust lations, and gratifications 
ot his life history cannot be accounted loi merely bv improvised no- 
tions concerning their natiiie. 

On the side of psychological processes, Newcomb takes perception 
as the starting point, in line with the major development in social 
psychology ol the last two decades. Fioiii here we can profitably extend 
ourselves to shared “frames of reference" of the group and its stand- 
ardized products, viz. social norms. I'he social norms, in turn, consti- 
tute the matrix on which the social attitudes oi the individual are 
formed in the process of interaction. With such a basic approach, we 
can elfectively move to the interaction between individuals and the 
social norms, group structures, the established roles within them. The 
.distinction that Newcomb makes between more or less socially estab- 
lished roles and the particular individual perception ot them resulting 
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in particular role behaxnor, which may vary from individual to indi- 
vidual, is a much needed distinction. 

Ancithcr valuable point stressed by Newcomb is that norms, which 
are products of group interaction initially, are not dead entities. 
Norms develop about anything and e\eiything which are ot shared in- 
terest to two or more people who interact with each other. With the 
rise of new situations, new norms arise which in time become (oinmon 
property of the group. 

Newcomb liiithei elaborates on these niajor points, ending his diap 
ter with concrete proposals lor (rucial rc'searth areas to be investigated 
within such a unified scheme ot social psychology. Newcomb’s incisive 
contribution should serve as a healthy corrective to those who arc still 
cloistered as partisans of '‘psyc hological” cjr “sociological” apprcraches. 
The unified social psychological approach herein pioposed, we repeat, 
takes full account ot the realities ol all the psyr hological factors and 
the realities ot social organization which are initially on the side ol the 
stiijiulus conditions. Our task then is the study ol the interaction proc- 
ess between the two sets ol fattens and the recijnocal ellc'cts or [iroducts 
of the interaction. 

This coirception ol social psychology does not neglect anv factor 
coming horn the individual — his biological endowment, his motives, 
his special thresholds in perception, Jeaining. etc., the state he is in at 
the time as a consec|uerrcc ol the f lustrations and gi atifications ot liis 
particular lile history, incliidiirg the particular shadings ol his aflectiv- 
ity. Likewise, it takes lull count ol the realities ol culture and giouj) 
structures without falling into the mutilating trap ol ic*ciuc tionism. It 
can be easily ch-monstiated bv concrete evidence that it is a mist.ike to 
state that in the interaction betvvt'en internal lac tors and external 
social lac tots, the one or the other set is invariably the most v\eighiy 
determinant of tlie psychological product. "Iheie aie casc*s ol inteiac 
tion in which the external social factors pla) the dominant role in a 
lawful wa), and there are cases in which factors coming from the indi- 
vidual are the vvcighlv factors in determining the psvc hological prod- 
uct. 

A unified scheme of social psychology will be achieved, then, by the 
full recognition ol the lac tens coming horn the individual himself and 
the factors coming from his socio-cultiual surroundings. Accoidinglv,, 
some of the most representative tcjpics on biological, psychological, 
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and socio-ciiltural levels are chosen for this book. Each one of these 
topics, and the underlying basic principles, are presented by men who 
are in the research frontiers of their particular area. 

In any attempt to evaluate the various factors which may signifi- 
cantly influence the socio-psychological be}ia\ior of the individual, 
appropiiate ccjnsideratioii must, of course, be given to the individual’s 
biological inheritance. David and .Sn)d('r*s review ol some ol the majoi 
concepts of classical genetics emphasizes the e^^sentially heuristic nature 
of the concept of the gene as an isolablc entity; at the same time, it 
shatters pre-lormationist views of individual development which, al- 
though long since obsolete among geneticists, are still commonly at- 
tributed to them by laymen (Chapter •;]). Even on levels ol physiologi- 
cal activity, it is seen that the course ol individual development cannot 
be desciibed in terms oi the gemotype alone: interactions ol cnvircjn- 
mental lac tors mu*^jt be taken into account all along the line. At the 
psychosocial level, environmental inlhienccs impinge upon and inter- 
act with the developmental processes concerned in the formation ol 
behavioral ^ alter ns at so many points that the role of genotvpic dilTcr- 
ences as determinants ol socio-psychologic al cli Her dices becomes neg- 
ligible. 

Consideration ol the probable nature ot evolutionary processes in 
the light ol modern genetic theorv leave no vestige ot scientific sup- 
pent lor racist theories which pretend that ihc’ie are genetic distinc- 
tions amcjng ethnic groups which diilereiitiate them in respect to tem- 
pcianrent, nrenl<d capacity, or other characteristics ol socio-psychologi- 
cal significance. I he donrinant selective lorces which appear to have 
been operative ihrougliout human evolutioirary hl^tnr^. in all geo- 
graphic legiorrs and in all societies, are those which lavor the evolution 
of phistidty, rather than ol tendencies toward steieotvpcd response; 
plasticit) is rellecled, lor c'\ample, in cxtiacndinaiv capacity tor the 
mocliliiaticjii ol behavior through learning. Purposelul nrodiliabilit> of 
behavioral rcsironse is present in man so universally, and to such a 
unic|ue degree, that it is properly to be regarded as a species-specific 
possc'ssioii c:)f Homo sapiens. 

The contrast heiwc'en social evolution and biological evolutiem in 
regard to the rate and lacilily with which these processes may occur 
^exposes clearly the iraivetc* and futility inherent in ideas of improving 
tlic human species through eugemi programs. Signiluant changes in 
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human population through biological evolution may be expected to 
occur over time intervals measured in hundreds or thousands of mil- 
lennia; time intervals requisite for significant change through social 
evolution can be measured in generations or even decades. 

On the basis of the above considerations, David and Snyder conclude 
their definitive treatment of genetic variability and human behavior 
with the significant statement that . it mankind goes to the dogs 
within the next ten or twenty centiiiies, it is far more likely to do 
so as a result of inexcusable bungling in the management ot human 
relations than as a consequence ol genetic deterioiatioii.” 

In view of the increasing attempts to cany over the generalizations 
reached on the b*isis of the study ot lowei animals to the explanation 
of the social relations of man, the discussion of the piinciples under- 
lying social oigani/ation along the phylogenetic scale is a timely one. 
Schneirla performs this task in his well documented chajitci on “the 
‘levels' concept in the study ot social organization of animals" (Chap- 
ter 4). 

As a criterion of levels in animal capacity, complexity of process is 
far less significant than is aptitude tor behavioral changes under new 
and variable environmental enter gencies. Thus learning in some social 
insects is at times (airly complex, but is stereotyped and j)sychologicall\ 
limited as compared with that in higher vertebrates. An important 
similarity among various levels ol mganr/ed group behavior in animals 
is characterized by an extension ot Wheeler's “trophallaxis" concept to 
include all types of reciprocal stimulation underlying approach re- 
sponses in the social situation. A realistic theory is thereby obtained 
in place of vague “gregarious instincts." Ihus the properties ol group 
unity may be understood on dilferent levels by investigating evolved 
species* organic characters promoting group reactivity, in relation to 
capacities (c.g., learning) which influence group j)attein through on- 
togeny and group experience. In social insects, for example, simple 
conditioning or habituation learning promotes a stereotyped afliliaiion 
of individual with group situation and group members, in contrast 
with the more extensive and plastic group affiliations introduced 
through advanced learning capacities in the higher mammals. 

Once the basis of group unity has been clarified, conditions such as 
“dominance hierarchies" may be studied as factcirs modifying or op- 
posing individual approach reactions to group situation and group 
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members. A concept must be obtained which is not restricted to the 
implications of aggression-dominance relations, but which also sub- 
sumes ascendancy and other types of priority in group organization. 
A clos^ comparison of different social levels suggests the need for a 
sharper differentiation of intra-group communication processes, as 
might be represented by the terms bio-social for insects and psycho- 
social for higher mammals — the latter being capable of social “signal*' 
functions and in advanced cases, of synibf)lic interchanges. 

In Chapter 5, Harlow discusses various as[)ccts of animal social be- 
havior with special emphasis on learning. He gives a survey of rep- 
resentative studies carried out on a single great biological order — the 
order of primates, which includes monkeys, apes, and man among its 
members. The first part of the chapter is devoted to a summary of 
studies on primate sc^cial behavior by Maslow, Carpenter, Zucker- 
man, Nissen, and Harlow and Yudin. Among these, of course, Car- 
penter’s extensive field studies dealing with social organization and 
relations of howling monkeys. Rhesus monkeys, orang-utans, and 
gibbons aie pailicularly noteworthy lor the student of comparative 
social psychology. Harlow devotes the second part of his chapter to a 
discussion of the “role of learning in primate social behavior and 
personality," and suggests a number of experiments designed to rear 
various groups of primates (whose life histoiies are controlled) “under 
a variety of social environments, and test the effect of these diverse 
environmenis on personal-social traits." I'hese suggestions are in line 
with the already existing studies and explorations of Carpenter, Stone, 
Louttit, Hunt, and others. The last part of the chapter deals with the 
promise of animal studies for the central problems of stress (neurosis), 
language, motivation, and learning. Harlow ends the chapter with a 
brief introduction of his “learning set" theory pres'^nted first in some 
detail in the Psychological Review in 1949. 

Harl©w is of the opinion that the study of learning and social be- 
havior of lower animals will effectively help our understanding of 
human social j^sychology. From a methodological point of view no one 
can deny this possibility, as it is feasible to experiment on lower ani- 
mals with the scientifically desirable controls and precision. It seems 
that there is a serious drawback to extending the generalizations 
reached on lower animals to human social behavior. Without excep- 
tion, every aspect of social behavior of the human individual is af- 
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fected, and even transformed, b) his having a culture, no matter how 
piimitive his partitiilai grouping may be The enieigence of cultuie, as 
Harlow mentions in his chaptei, is unique to the human species For 
example, the accumulated system of language — )usl one as[)ect of cul 
tuie — becomes such a \ehi(lc in the ontogeny of human development 
that the acquisition ol social attitudes which constitutes pci haps the 
characteristic feature ol human peisonalitv, is unrhinkable without it 
It might be well to poncici the lact that it takes highly trained uni 
versity peisonnei to teach an anthiopoid ape to iittei mcicly thicc 
words of a (odified language svstem wheicis even the most piiniitive, 
ilhteiate human gioujnng without such scholaily assistame, possesses 
a codified language system consisting ol woids and stiiietuie which is 
transmitted, and at times expanded b) each succeeding geneiation 
Until these points iie claiihed, it might be pieleiable to utilize the 
findings fiom subhuman sjiecies as valuable data of compaiativc psv 
chology, and not oveigeneiali/e to highlv complex human relations 
In this connectmn [icihaps the cautious scientihc itlitude may be 
to give due legaul to the notion of Ui^eU along the phylogenetic scale 
in line with the discussion by Sc linen la 

Now let us turn to two chaptcis which aie specifically concerned 
with the majoi as[)cets ol the lunctional relationship between the 
expel leiice and behavior ol the individual and his cultuie In C ha|)iei 
6, Heiskovits piescnts a sophistic ited discussion ol cultinal and psy 
chological leality ’ based on his recent book Man and His Moils 
Science of Cultinal Antlnopolooy Heiskovits devotes the 

major poition ol his chqitei to inethodolcjgical ispeets ol the subject 
turning at the end to vaiious problems laised by the notion ol cul 
tuial relativism Ihe authoi starts by pointing out the inijjoi tance 
that the eoncejit of culture actjuired during the first hall ol the ->oth 
century Culture which may be defined in short as ‘ the man made 
part ol the enviioiimc nt * is a peculiarly human phenomenon which 
exhibits regularities ol sliuetuie and piocess In this chaptci we find 
a clear statement of the authors views ol the iclaiiondnp between 
concepts ol culture, society and behavior lire concept oi cncultina 
tion” which IS one ol the key eoncepts in the systematic view pre 

iThe moic ch tilled stitcment of the cl ibonted position of Heiskovits lonctrn 
ing man sociei) ind (iiltuic is foitunitcly availihlc in his book mentioned above* 
especially pages 0^5-611 
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sented by Herskovits, deserves particular emphasis and elaboration. 

One of the primary contributions of ethnology has been the implica- 
tions of cross-cultuial data in formulating generalizations concerning 
the hgimian species. It was mainly through the eye-opening impact ot 
cross-cultural data that psychologists finally leali/ed the provincialism 
of their notions about so many psychological phenomena among which 
their ethnocentric concepts of “human natuie” and various brands of 
instinct theories may be cited as rejnesentative examples. 

Chapter 7 by Hallowell, entitled “Cultuial Factois in the Struc- 
turalization of Perception/’ takes us down to the solid meeting ground 
in recent years of psychologists and the invcstigatois in sociology and 
ethnology toward building a unified stiuctiire of social psychology. 
In recent yeais, perceptual reactions ha\e become the prototype of all 
psychological reactions for social ps\chologists in singling out the 
effects of socio-culunal influences on the one hand and biological and 
strictly personal factois on the other. It is this conception of the pat- 
terning of perception by both personal and sociocultural factors fhat 
has made u <l4*ser lajrprochement bet\sec‘n anthropologists and psy- 
chologists possible in lecent years (p. ib^). Society and culture do not 
get into the psychological make-up of the individual as devilish or 
angcl-likc entities in tlieir own right; nor do they flow into him 
through his sense cirgans in discrete c|uaniilies. In so many concrete 
situations, they come in as factors (thiough his sense organs) which 
participate in ihe patterning of his peiceptions along with other fac- 
tors stemming from vMthin hnnself. Hallowell, in this chapter, first 
presents a summary statement of the iaj)idly accumulating facts of 
culturaf factois in struc tilling perception — a topic to which he has 
been contributing 11c hly loi over a decade. In addition to the state- 
ment of general facts of the contribution of cultural factois in per- 
ceiving, he gives fascinating illustrations of two specific kinds of cul- 
tural phenomena as factois in the stiuctuiing of perception — viz. lan- 
guage and art forms. I he sjrecial point of symbolic factors is a much 
needed and timely one, inasmuch as svmbolic factors have not yet been 
systematically brought into this emeiging unified scheme. Linguistic 
symbols or labels come in as factors in structuring and categorizing 
individual experience in relation to stimulus situations. When stimu- 
, lus objects ate classified in one class rather than another, under a 
symbol or label, they arc perceived as members of one group rather 
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than the other. The functional significance, the value of these objects 
to the individual, follows these lines of categorization on the whole. 
If some berries, which are not harmful in themselves, are put under a 
tabued category in a culture, they are peiceivcd as nonedible harries, 
of course, as fixated through learning. Likewise, if some women are 
classified in the kinship system of a society under a sexually tabued 
category and other women under a sexually sanctioned category, the 
perceptual selectivity and thresholds are modified in relation to the 
two respective groups of women. In short, linguistic symbols or labels 
come in as categoiizing factors in the structuring of j)crception. This 
in turn brings about shifts in the functional relationship of the indi- 
vidual to the stimuli in question. It is only undei aitificial and de- 
liberately mutilated conditions that perceiving is a mere cognitive 
process. 

The same socio-cultural factors do not produce exactly the same 
psychological effects on the members of the same social group. Strictly 
personal or idiosyncratic factois take pait in the structuiing of per- 
ception. Thus perceptions of the diflerent nicmbeis of the same social 
group in relation to the same socio-cultinal stimuli are not identical; 
they vary within limits of a scale peculiai to the group. 

In Chapter 8, two psychologists. Barker and Wright, present an 
approach to the problem of concretely stud)ing and defining the spe- 
cific stimulus conditions in relation to which interaction tajees place. 
So long as social psychologists must make guesses concerning the social 
stimulus situations, their theori/ing is ol necessity highly tentative. 
For, as the authors state, “we do not know with precision lor diflercrrt 
cultures and different conditions of life the degree of occurreirce of 
the factors thought to be ol importarree lor social behavior and psycho- 
social development." It is therefore fitting that social psycholcjgists 
study such ecological problems, dcfnrirrg the particular social slinrulus 
conditions irr drflercnt life situations. • 

Necessarily such ecological problems involve work orr different levels 
of .study. If we claim to take all the factors influencing behavior and 
their due weights into consideration, the lines of study delineating the 
various social sciences must be crossed arrd recrossed. Barker and 
Wright correctly start with the non^psychological milieu, which in- 
cludes the natural surroundings, the nraterial surroundings, the econ- 
omy, social structure, and social products, such as the ideology or value 
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system. This non-psychological milieu provides concrete “behavior 
settings" and objects in relation to which behavior takes place. The 
existent behavior settings include not only the physical objects, but 
ihtix ^oalue aspects as well. In relation to each, a definable sort of be- 
havior is standardized as “appropriate," whereas other sorts of be- 
havior would in this situation be “inappropriate" or “wrong." In 
most cases, there is a socially standardized )ange of behavior in which 
“ ‘fully light* bchavioi is modal and the ‘clearly wrong’ behavior least 
frequent." 

On the basis of the study of the non-psychological milieu and the 
specific behavior seitings and objects, a natuialistic examination of 
the “psychological habitat" becomes possible. At the University of 
Kansas, Barker and AVright and their colleagues have been conducting 
such field studies with the aim ot developing methods ior describing 
the psychologic*!! ^nviionment oi childien in then natural settings. 
Lxceijits liom a sample “specimen lecord" are therein reported. Ihis 
specimen lecoid was obtained by detailed lecouling ot one child’s 
behavioi .u d (he* settings in which it occuricd fiom the time he awak- 
ened in the morning until he wms asleep at night. 1 he iinestigatois 
aie somewhat cnLK«d of this method. Its obvious disadvantage, ot 
course, is that the presence ol an adult observer may considerably alter 
the psychological enviionment. Howevc't, the method yields detailed 
and interesting data which have the advantage ol being complete and 
cov Cling successive events ovei a time span. 

In the lollowing three cha|Heis (Cdiaptets 9, ro, and 11), MacLeod, 
Postman, and Volkmann discuss lundamcntal psychological processes, 
viz. judgment, perception, inemoiy, and, paiilv, motivation, which 
are at the bases ol any aclecjuatc treatment ot the indispensable concepts 
of social psychology, such as attitudes, ego or sell and dillerential ef- 
fects of group situations. Fiorn the point ol view ot psychological 
analysis, these three chapters piobably constitute the coie of tuiida- 
meiital functional lelationships which are applied in most ol the othci 
chapters. 1 he concepts discussed in these ihiee chapti rs arc organically 
related to the more concrete problems ol social psychology presented 
by Newcomb, Sargent, Hartley, and Shcrit. 

In Chapter 9, MacLeod presents a systematic treatment of the “place 
, of phenomenological analysis in social psychology." In the way of in- 
troduction to the main topic, discussion starts with a brief characteiiza- 
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tion of psychology in general, its relation to social psychology and 
brief historical summaries ol four ol the major thcoietical settings of 
social psychology. At the very beginning MacLeod siiesses the lact that 
social psychology, the principle's it lelies on. ate pait and paifcl oi 
psychologv in general. “One of out tasks today is to break down the 
bariiers w'hich segregate it from the rest of psychology, and to develop 
a iinif)ing point oi view fiom which all experience and behavioi can 
be undei stood as regulated bv the same set ol lundamental laws.” The 
first of the four histoiically significant theoietical hackgiounds the 
authoi mentions is the social psychological apjnoach which is pri- 
marily concerned with the study ol the stiuctuitil jnopeities ol gioiips. 
Various types of “group mind** theoiies exemplily this approach in its 
initial ciude form. '1 he second main appicxich discussed is the instinct- 
oriented approach as exemplified by the systems ol MacDougall and 
Freud. The leauiing-oiiented thecjries represent the third major ap- 
proach. which maintains that the primary explanatory principles of 
social psychology are the “laws** of learning, lire loiuih and most 
recent theoietical orientation is represented l)y the growing attemjris 
“to find in the psychology of perception the b.isis lor an undt'r standing 
ol social behavior and experience.’* 1 his gener.il orientation, rejnc'- 
sented in the most clear-cut way by Gestalt psychology, is the |)henom- 
enological approach, lire historical sketch ol the phenomenological 
approach, which had its beginnings long heloie the appearance of 
Gestalt psychology, serves to broaden the perspective ol the recent 
enthusiasts ol pirenonienolcjgy who proclaim it to be a new liaine of 
reference in psychology. 

The rest ol the chapter is devoted to the clarification ol the phenom- 
enological jjoint of view in psychology, especially through the specific 
treatment ol the central topics of perception, social perception, and 
ego as illustrative material. Ihere is “a growing belief that il v\e are 
to understand social behavior we must have an understanding ol the 
processes cd perception” — “the direct and immediate datum ol ex- 
perience in relation to a concrete world ol nicaniriglul olrjects.” "lire 
problems of soar// peyfrfyUon are not separate problems; their essential 
properties arc included in the problems of perception in general. 1 he 
exception MacLeod takes to the fashicrnable notion of piojntion is 
illuminating. It is assumed that perceiving the stimulus objects, es- 
pecially when they are not well structured, in terms ol our desires, 
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‘‘complexes,” etc., is projection to those stimuli of what is really in us. 
In short, “we do not project the meaning into an object any more 
than we project the redness or the scjiiarencss into it.” 

Tl^e essential point in MacLeod's chapter is, of course, his character- 
ization of the nature of psychological phenomenology. Phenomenology 
“is not a school or a system, but an approach. A phenomenon is by 
definition an appearance.” Phenomenology in itself is not psychology; 
it is “sheer description.” Psychology, which aims to be a science, must 
go beyond the stage ol sheer description. It has to use concepts and 
explanatory principles which are not given in immediate perception 
or experience. But the main emphasis in the phenomenological ap- 
proach is the insistence upon starting with immediate, “naive,” and 
(as Kollka and others also maintained) “unbiased” experience in rela- 
tion to the objects of a (oncretc and meaninglul world. As such, phe- 
nomenological obs|?rvation should octur prior to the adoption of ex- 
planatory principles or a systematic the()iy. But phenomenological 
analysis must be used Avith discipline on the part ol the investigator, 
if it is *0 s us in lormulating signilitant problems. If vve let our- 
selves loose in [dicnomenological intiicacies, we are bound to lall into 
a “private” world ol subjectivisms, exemplified by various philosophi- 
cal tendencies and certain recent trends in psychotherapy which tome 
to the verge of saying that the world is merely what I have in my per- 
ception — my private ps)thological world. As MacLeod states, “beyond 
phenomenology there is always the lure of epistemology and meta- 
physics.” 

traditionally, social psychology worked out by socio culturally ori- 
ented writers uas artificially posed against the “indiNidual” oriented 
apjvroach. During the last two decades, serious attempts have been 
made to work out a unilied social jxsythology, based on experimentally 
verified generali/ations, which embody at the same time the inescapa- 
ble fac ts of cultinc and social organization. So far, the two most note- 
worthy attem])ts in Ameiica in this direction have been in terms (i) 
of perceptual (cognitive) conceptualizations and (2) of “learning the- 
ory” based primarily on recent elaborations ol the conditioning proc- 
ess. At present, at least, the majority ol social ps)chologists seem to be 
proceeding along the perceptual (cognitive) approach. Postman’s chap- 
^ ter constitutes a systematic contribution along this line of development 
(Chapter 10). Inasmuch as Postman makes a rather successful attempt 
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to support his systematic propositions by factual evidence from ex- 
perimental literature as well as studies carried out by himself and his 
associates' during recent years, the chapter should prove to be highly 
useful to those who are interested in perceptual (cognitive) approach 
to social psychology. 

It has become evident that perception, which is taken as the proto- 
type of all cognitive processes, is not an additive build-up. It is not a 
mere intellectual affair. Perceptions are organized or structured prod- 
ucts. And organization or structuring is a bipolar affair which is jointly 
determined by both external stimulus factors and internal or directive 
factors. The fact of bipolar determination of perception was stressed 
by Kohler in i9ii9 (4),^ by Koflka in 1935 (3). "I’his central fact was 
made the starting point of his social psychology by Sherii in 1935-1936 
(lu, 13). A series of signiheant experiments were carried out at the City 
College of New York by Gardner Murphy and his associates in the 
early '4o*s, each designed to determine the relative weights of external 
stimulus conditions and internal directive factors, respectively, which 
jointly determine the bipolar organization of the perception or mem- 
ory in question (6, 7, 8, 10, 11). Since 1945, Postman, who was one of 
the contributors of the City College group, and his associates at Har- 
vard have pushed forward this perceptual (cognitive) ap|)roach con- 
siderably (1, 2, 9). More lecently, Krcch and Crutchfield made the fact 
of bipolar organization of perception (cognition) one of the key points 
of their social psychology (5). 

Before getting to the positive statement of a unified cognitive theory 
as the sound basis for an adecpiate social psychology. Postman rightly 
calls attention to the one-sidedness of formalists, whose main concern 
is almost exclusively on the stimulus side, and of instrumentalists, 
whose main concern is primarily with the adaptation and adjustment 
of the organism. "J’he accumulating facts concerning bipohar organiza- 
tion of perception, which cannot be adetjuately understood without 

2 The following c\ccij)ts quoted fiom Kohler {Gestalt Psyrholof^, 1929) arc icp- 
resentative: "We ma) even sa> that, apait liom drowsiness and similar states of 
low vitality, the oiganiration of the total field will almost always 1k»vc just that 
bipolar character, the self being diiected to something else or away lioin it.” (p. 323) 
. . . "Evidently it is not onl) the extcinal situation which in a great many cases 
has to be considered, but the internal situation of the organism as wclL" (p. 325) 
• . . "This is the (ase, indeed, foi, in the total field including the self, we find 
grouping dependent upon those directed attitudes.” (p. 327) 
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full recognition of all external stimulus' conditions and internal direc- 
tive factors jointly operating at a given moment, make the one-sided 
emphases of both formalists and instrumentalists factually inadequate. 
There are conditions, lawfully studied, which render the relative 
weight of external (stimulus) factors more dominant. On the other 
hand, there are conditions in which internal (directive) factors come 
in as more weighty factors in the jjrocess of bipolar organization. Then 
our specific task is to vary systematically the properties of external 
stimulus factors and internal motivational factors, respectively, and to 
determine their exact relationship in so many possible cases of joint 
determination of perceiving and other cognitive processes. Probably 
the most valuable aspect of Postman’s contribution is a number of 
propositions he formulates to this end, and the experimental evidence 
he presents in their support. An equally valuable asjject ol Postman’s 
chapter is his treatment of memory in concepts which are “continuous 
with the proj)ositions on perceptual organization.” 

Postman prefers to use special teiminology in referring to external 
stimulus flu 'ors and internal directive factors which jointly determine 
the perceptual organi/ation. Hypotheses is the word he chooses to refer 
to mternal factors (motives, attitudes, etc.) in a generic way. In his 
own words: “By hypotheses wt mean, in the most general sense, ex- 
pectancies or predisi)osiiions of the organisms which serve to select, 
(organize and translorm the stimulus information that comes from the 
en\ironment” (p. 249). In short, the meaning of the word hypothesis 
is stretched to include all the topics covered under the ps)chology of 
motivation — hurrger, sex, altitude, set, interest, etc. If the wx)rd “hy- 
pothesis” were a meaningless or neutral wwd to start w'ith, it might 
not be so difficult to use it in this broad generic scribe. Also, Postman 
prefers to refer to external factors with the word " in j urination” and 
to structured and uirstiuctured stimulus situations with the expressions 
“apprppriate information” and “absence of appropriate information.” 
Since the characteristic that counts here in giving greater or lesser 
weight to external stiimdus factors is not necessarily the amount of 
physical energy, but rather the structural relationship of the whole 
external stimulus field, it may be more parsimonious to refer to them 
in terms of structured-unstructured and gradations thereof. wSince we 
already know something about propci^ijs of the external stimulus field 
in their being conducive or not conducive to perceptual grouping or 
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organization on the basis of the studies of Wertheimer and others, a 
new set of terminology may not be in the interests of a unified theory 
on which Postman so rightly insists. 

During the last two decades, an ever-inci easing number of, social 
psychologists have realized the almost direct implications oi findings 
in the general psychology of perception for a host of their central 
problems. The implications of firmly established findings in the gen- 
eral psychology of judgment aie not yet widely grasped. When the 
possibilities of this area oi research aic giasped, we shall advance a 
long way in establishing social psychology on fiimer grounds method- 
ologically. The gicat advantage of judgmental work is that it neces- 
sarily leads us to lormulale our research designs in terms of piecise 
dimensional analysis. VolkmannS authoritative chapter, which is sig- 
nificantly entitled ‘'Scales oi Judgment and Their Implications for 
Social Psychology,” will help many ol us to see new research areas in 
terms ol more clear-cut formulations (Chapter ii). 

It has become almost a truism that our reactions are not determined 
by the physical properties ot external stimulus situations alone. Re- 
action is the consequence of the way we peiceive, judge, and appriase 
situations. In this process, the persons we are at the moment — with 
all our past experience, present tensions, attitudes, et(. — come into 
the picture. Ihe recent findings on perception led several contempo- 
rary authors to unwaiianted extreme posiiions. 1 hey almost come to 
the point of saying that perception ol things is what the individual 
makes of it. Against such -an extreme subjectivistic position, the psy- 
chology ot judgmental scales along the lines presented by Volkmann 
can serve as an effective collective. Social psychology can utilize certain 
aspects of culture, in any society, lor this puipc^se. Culture and social 
organization are not chaotic entities. Then main features consist ol 
certain regularities, certain value scales with more or less definite be- 
ginning and end points, certain pover ty-ric hes range, cerMin magni- 
tudes and routines in use in everyday life. Many attitudes, many stand- 
ards of reaction of the individual members ol any culture are loimed 
in relation to such scales ol values, riches, magnitudes, and routines. 
The individual member's evaluations, appraisals, take place in terms 
of such scale values, of course subject to vaii.iticns due to his particu- 
lar status, role in the group and, within limits, to personal character- 
istics. Volkmann gives us the fundamentals ol the relationship between 
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stimulus values and psychological scales which is at the basis of the 
perspective the individual develops in relation to his environment. In 
the light of basic experimental findings, the major portion of which 
comes from his own work and the studies of his associates, Volkmann 
gives a critical evaluation of the current educational attempts at broad- 
ening the perspective of the new generation. 

His discussion of anchoring effects, up to what point new anchoring 
factors can be effective, beyond what point they fail, should be of 
particular interest to the student of social psychology, 'rhesc laboratory 
findings are full of implications lor the student of attitudes and public 
opinion. 

Volkmann notes as a fact demonstrated in one of his own experi- 
ments that “anchoring can be achieved by appropriate verbal instruc- 
tions, without the use of anchoring stimuli." A good many scales of 
judgment used by individuals in theii personal and group relations 
aie thus derived. Much of the work dealing with standards and scales 
of judgment in social psychology has necessarily been with the verbally 
established mes, A series of judgmental experiments studying tfie 
relationship between reference scales established through exposure to 
actual stimulus series and through verbal dictums lacking such anchor- 
ings iir various degrees may be basic to the clarification of the relation- 
ship between verbal factors and actual contact factors in the function- 
ing of attitudes. 

The next series of chapters (Chapters 12-14) is devoted to group 
structures and the functioning of individual members within them. As 
we noted before, psychologists' approach to the study of group prob- 
lems has been largely by way of extrapolations from the characteristics 
of the individual irr more or less isolated situations. Even those who 
insisted on dealing in terms of group stiucliue improvised their no- 
tions of group organi/ation and did not bother much to assimilate the 
wealth pf concrete empiiical data already collected by sociologists. It 
is fortunate, thc'refoic, to have the contributions of Whyte, Hughes, 
and Arensherg in this \ital aiea. These three sociologists have been 
engaged for a good many years in exploring the complex problems of 
social organi/ation, status, and role problems created by membership 
in various groups. 

The tremendous influence of group membership on the experience 
and behavior of individuals is now beyond the point of contro\ersy. 
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Yet social psychologists are still too prone to study the reactions of the 
individual within the coniines of experimental or observational groups 
as if the group in question embodied in itself all the factors that go to 
influence the individuals comprising it. Whyte starts his lucid discus- 
sion of “Small Groups and Large Organizations" by taking issue with 
this short-sightedness so prevalent today among a good many experi- 
mental social psychologists (Chapter 12). Small groups, Whyte points 
out, “need to be placed in a perspective of larger organizational struc- 
tures." For small groups do not function in a vacuum. They are re- 
lated to and. in many cases, parts of larger organizations. As such, the 
functions of the small groups and their individual members have little 
meaning apart from their relation to other groups to which they are 
organically tied. This main stand of the chapter is supported by con- 
crete illustrations rovealitig the interdependent nature of different 
groups which are all parts of the modern industrial structure. It be- 
comes clear, therefoie. that instead of losing sight of weighty factors by 
overconcentration on the confines of in-gioup relations alone, we 
should broaden our perspecti\e to the larger framework of **mutnaUy 
dependent sets of relations/' This realistic orientation of Whyte makes 
us feel that his advice to us is well taken: “'I'he social psychologists in- 
terested in small groups must be fully aware of the woik going on in 
the larger structures." The practical implication of this lealistic 
orientation is clear. “Then, if we wish to modify behavior within the 
group, we will recognize that it will sometimes be necessary, in order 
to effect significant inodi/ications, to first make changes in the over-all 
structure of the oiganization fnst*' (p. 312). 

Whyte confines his illustrations to the cases of large industrial for- 
mations in America. It the perspective he suggests is utilized in the 
study of inter-group relations, it would be easier to realize fully the 
inadequate and wasteful nature of many cm rent piejudice studies. 
The prejudice studies, w^hich lay overdue emphasis on individual ex- 
periences with only a lew lip-service remarks to the influence of actual 
group structures, and which extrapolate the generalizations derived 
from the confines of in-group relations to inter-group relations, with- 
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Group structure, in the final analysis, boils down to the reciprocal rela- 
tions or roles between members occupying hierarchical positions in it. 
This is studied by the way of leader-follower relations. It seem^ to me 
that Whyte claiifies considerably the concept ot “leadership.” “Quite 
diffcient phenomena are often lumped together” under the teim lead- 
ership. If the woid leadership is to be used consistently in any func- 
tional sense, it should be used in the sense of opeiational leadership, 
in which the main criterion is the fact of initiation of action in which 
group membeis, including the leadei, participate. With this criterion, 
leadership should be distinguished from popularity, “the assumed rep- 
resentative,” and piomiiient oi talented individuals. Another particu- 
larly noteworthy point of Whyte’s chapter is his insistence on time 
dunemwn in the study of group lelations. In the study of groups, the 
time secpience ol in tei actions ts ctucial in understanding the true sig- 
nificance oi overall lesults. 

In a closely related chapter (C^hapter i {), Aicnsbei^^ presents a co- 
ordinated suivey of the major aspects of “human relations” studies 
carried out the jrast twentv years bv men close to industry, by 
sociologists, anthropologists, and psychologists. Ills survey ot the field, 
in which he is one ol the leading authorities, is not a compendium of 
summaries ot so man) studies. He discusses the concepts and methodol- 
ogy used by each ol them, aj)piaises them ciiticalh, and relates them to 
each othei, noting the lines ot conveigence as well as divergence. As 
such, it should eivc as a systematic intioduction for the student of 
social psychologv to the geneial pioblcms ot "behavior and organiza- 
tion” in this area ol human relations in the Western world today. 

One overall la< t that cmeiges horn this survey of the experience and 
behavior ot individuals woiking in units ol industrial pJ.irits is full of 
indications lor social psvchology. "lliis overall fact is that the most 
clfcctue deter imnani in the production and shifts of attitudes and, 
hence, behavior is the pattern of mteiactiou in one’s group situation. 
By whatevei name the paiticulai investigators call themselves — sociolo- 
gist, anthiojrologist, oi psvchoiogist — no matter with what kind of 
theoretical oiientations they stait (“cultural,” “ps)chological,” “clini- 
cal,” etc.), and whcthei ot not they play up or dow^n the implications 
in this regaid in the Imal.writc-up ol their studies, this general overall 
fact is almost always thefe.‘'The incoipu* uion of some of the most re- 
current factual evidence fiofai these industrial studies to the main body 
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of social psychological writing will be one of the best correctives in 
broadening our rather provincial view of group studies. 

Yet most of these studies have been carried out as studies of small 
groups without suflicient emphasis on the forces impinging, on the 
group unit under study — forces from other related units, from the 
overall organization ol which all these units are parts, and irom other 
groups of the general structure of which the overall organization is in 
turn a part. For small groups, especially today, arc not closed systems. 
Their very functioning is related to the functioning of other groups in 
a social setting of definite structural properties. Arensberg untiringly 
insists on this important consideration throughout his chapter. In fact, 
he starts his chapter by calling attention to it. “The evidence from the 
study of industrial beha\ior and industrial relations seems to indicate 
that building theory upon research concentration on the small group 
may be mistaken, however exj^erimentally justifiable as an object of 
research the small group may be.’’ 

What Arensberg really means here by “small group” is the small 
group taken as a closed s) stein more or less in isolation. In actual ob- 
servation and experimentation, the unit of study necessarily has to be 
the small group and its individual members, no matter how compre- 
hensive our perspective ol larger organizational tics may be. The objec- 
tionable thing, therefore, is not the study of small grouj)s per se, for 
there is no way of getting out of it. The adequate approach, as Arens- 
berg himself later points out, is to study small groups in their func- 
tional ties with grouj)s to which they arc organically related. Arensberg 
makes a plea for such a necessary broadening of perspective in the in- 
terests of an adequate theory of small groups. In ibis plea, he is voicing 
at the same time the opinion ol his colleagues who comprise the last 
group (“subgroup”) of the students ol small group behavior in indus- 
try which he discusses at some length in the last part of the chapter. 
I'he facts and views advanced by this group, which can be “best identi- 
fied as the group of persons associated in the Society for Applied An- 
thropology,” are among the useful ones in breaking a\>^ay from our 
provincialisms as social psychologists. This praiseworthy plea to study 
small groups without losing sight of their tics with other groups and 
the general setting is, we believe Arensberg and his colleagues will 
agree, still in programmatic form, rather than a body of accumulated 
research. The social psychologist interested in the whirlwind of socio- 
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economic forces will be eager to see how far this group of applied an- 
thropologists can manage to go in this direction in the practice of their 
investigations. 

It becomes evident, then, that an adequate study of small groups im- 
plies the study of at least a minimum degree of inter-group relations. 
At times, the in-group relations and properties simply become unin- 
telligible without a consideration of the general setting in which they 
operate. Even the very composition ol modern in-groups at the present 
time is tied up with certain inter-group problems which have a bear- 
ing on the participation of tlie particular member in question within 
the in-group as well as on the consistency or inconsistency of in-group 
effects in other situations in a time perspective. For in-group members 
of a plant today are members of other grouj)s at the same time — the 
union, the religious group, probably a i^olitical party, etc. — which have 
their claims on the constituent members in this or that direction. 

It is not just coincidence that a mounting number of industrial 
studies happened to be carried out during the last twenty years or so. 
One learr" n aw Arensberg’s chapter that this is not due merely to the 
refinement of research techniques of the investigators. The studies are 
products of the concern over mounting “labor unrest'' and the desire 
to do something about it. In view ol this fact, the necessity lor broaden- 
ing the small group studies from within the narrow formulations of 
their own confines and placing tliem in their general setting and in 
their historical lime perspective becomes so much moie urgent. How- 
ever, just saying that all histoiical influences are embodied in the 
actual factors under study is no way out. The tracing of the influences 
of so many lactois under study in a longitudinal way certainly makes 
us more intelligent in understanding the nature ol and dependencies 
among these factors. 

In Chapter 13, the sociologist Hughes ]jresents findings concerning 
the demands and conflicts of certain statuses and roles to evemplify 
the need and possibility for joint work by psychologists and sociolo- 
gists. His aim has been, in tlie author’s terms, to raise problems rather 
than to work out any one systematically. T he area chosen is work, for, 
says Hughes, “a man's work is one of the more important parts of his 
social identity, of his self, indeed, of his fate, in the one life he has to 
live." Here is a lesson in methodology which social science must learn 
if it is to move forward. In the area of work relationships, Hughes 
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points out, the problems are often obscured because they are ap- 
proached with concepts deriving from the point of view of certain 
groups within the social structure and with their attendant ‘Value- 
loading" and "pretentiousness." The plea is not for "neutrality" in so- 
cial science — no doubt an impossibility — but for "a point of view and 
concepts which will enable us to make comparisons between the junk 
peddler and the professor without intent to debunk the one and pa- 
tronize the other." In short, the concej)ts must be valid in relation to 
any work situation. With this aim, Hughes illustrates some common 
properties of work situations derived from study of occupations tradi- 
tionally low in status in this society. 

Finally, the last part of the book is devoted to central topics of social 
psychology at the present time (Chapters 15-17). Three social psycholo- 
gists, Sargent, Hartley, and Sherif, discuss these topics. First, the inter- 
action between the individual and social situations is discussed in 
terms of role and ego concepts. Then, the much neglected, yet cur- 
rently inescapable, topic of multiple group memberships and the effects 
on the individual of the demands in various directions thus produced 
is presented with convincing concrete illustrations. In this connection 
again, the necessity of the systematic clarification of the concept of ego 
or self is indicated. In the last chapter, a theoretical approach to the 
study of inter-group relations is outlined and the approach is illus- 
trated with an actual experimental study. 

As social psychologists have reexamined old paths and explored new, 
tlie futility of going ahead without the aid of social scientists working 
on different levels has become increasingly evident. In Chapter 15, Sar- 
gent illustrates the gains which may be obtained through interdisci- 
plinary study, with special emphasis on the concept of role. With such 
an aim in mind, Sargent gives a concise survey ol the concept as used 
by anthropologists, sociologists, and psychologists. He then proposes 
the following definition as a useful tool in social psychology: per- 

son's role is a pattern or type of social behaxnor which seems situation- 
ally appropriate to him in terms of the demands and expectations of 
those in his group" (p. 360; italics in original). 

The evidence of sociologists, anthropologists, and psychologists 
clearly negates accounts of behavior in group situations conceived 
solely in terms of individual factors — personality traits, drives, or the 
like. In the case of existing, definitely structured groups, the individ- 
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ual's behavior is to an important extent determined by the position in 
which he finds himself or which he attains in the group structure and 
the expectations, responsibilities, privileges attending that position. 
Sargent points out that in such instances the psychologist must give 
due weight to such structural properties of the group as part of a stim- 
ulus situation which the individual perceives and learns. Accordingly, 
his behavior in such social situations becomes harmonious with that 
prescribed by his role and, in this sense, may be spoken of as role be- 
havior. In this process, individual factors contribute in such a way that 
the behavior of two individuals in the same objective roles is not 
exactly alike. 

However, says Sargent, a conception of roles taken as existent, static 
prescriptions of behavior is inadetjuatc for social ])sychoiogy. When 
the social situation in which individuals interact is new, strange, or 
otherwise unstructured — such as a chance meeting of strangers — cer- 
tain roles emerge in the coiiise of intet action. Jn such situations, indi- 
vidual factors come into fuller play. Roles then are initially ])rodiv:ts 
of interaviuu in gioups of any size. Social situations seldom remain 
chaotic for long, but assume some sort of structure. Since individuals 
ordinarily move in many established groupings and in many interac- 
tional situations, each leains, attains, participates in the creation of 
many roles of a lasting or transitory natme. The individuars concep- 
tion of himself, his ego, is in large part derived from these roles, espe- 
cially those relating to lasting or recurring group situations. Small 
wonder that objective conflict in the demands of these various roles 
results in conlusion, conflict, anxiety for the individual. 

1 he analysis of siuh conflicts stemming iiom conirailictory roles and 
statuses is illuminated by Hartley in his discussion oi “Psychological 
Problems of Multiple Group Membership'* (Chapter i6). Since roles 
and statuses “stem from a lunctional diflereniiation of position within 
a social group,’* Hartley correctly leasons, the problems of contradic- 
tory roles and statuses “must reter back to the diflerent reference 
groups from which these roles and statuses have como.** The analysis 
of these problems on a psychological level is clarified by a genetic or 
developmental approach, viz. the study of the child’s gradual aware- 
ness and identification with groups of which he is a member. In the 
complex societies of today, every individual is a member of many 
groups. Starting with the family, the child acquires symbolization of 
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his group membership in diverse groupings long before theii social 
significance is appreciated. Such affectively charged symbols or atti- 
tudes come to constitute in large part the child's concept of self. The 
understanding of the functional relatedncss of such symbols or atti- 
tudes (which constellation may be termed ego or self) can. Hartley sug- 
gests, be greatly improved through developmental study. 

When the iiidividuars behavior is seen as occurring in terms of the 
norms of various and often contiadictoiy reference groups, a number 
of confusing problems are approached with a common perspective. For 
example. Hartley notes that in much social conflict today, individuals 
may react ethnocentrically, i.e., solely and uncritically in teims of a 
dominant refeience group, at the expense of the goals and norms of a 
laiger group of which both parties in the conflict are members and, 
perhaps, refer to in other situations. The urgent need here is the study 
of how identifications with the norms of the larger, common group 
can be increased to the extent that they become dominant in cases of 
potential conflict, ‘‘tf behavior is referred to group norms," concludes 
Hartley, “it the individual has many group meuibei ships, if the reg- 
nant norms may be that of a social group not physically present, I 
would search in such dimensions to account for changes in social be- 
havior.” 

In short, by making a systematic issue of the problems of multiple 
group membei ships. Hartley biings into focus foi social psychologists 
one of the most basic and timely topics in the intei-peisonal and inter- 
group relations of our diy. Probably this problem underlies many of 
the inconsistencies in the individuars behavior in his group relations 
and the uneasy plight of modern man struggling to keep an even keel 
in the midst of conflicting currents. 

In C.hapter 17, Shcril presents a report of a preliminaiy experiment 
cm inter-group relarions conducted in the summer of 19 J9. The first 
part of the report is concerned with the theoietical approaches to the 
study. The mam point is that it is eiionc*ous to extrapolate unciitically 
the nature of in-grouj) relations to inter -group relations and try to 
resolve inter -group problems by such extrapolations. Likewise, the un- 
derstanding of inter group relations has been retarded by the exten- 
sions based on generalizations from the gratifications and frustrations 
in the life histories of single individuals. Groups stand in certain defi- 
nite functional relationships as gioup^i to each other. The functional 
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relationship between any two or more groups as groups may or may 
not be in line with the characteristics of imgroup relations. For ex- 
ample, even a high degree of harmony and cooperativeness within the 
in-group does not necessarily imply harmony and cooperativeness with 
an out-group. The experiment is presented as a demonstration oi this 
point. 

In the preceding pages, an evaluative summary statement of the six- 
teen chapters constituting the main body of this book is presented. 
The discerning reader will take note oi some basic converging lines 
running through the biological, socio-cultural and psychological levels 
of reality repicsented in the various parts of the book. He will notice, 
at the same time, some representative lines oi divergence. This is as it 
should be. The host of material utilized from biology, anthropology, 
sociology, and from general psychology itself still reflect these con- 
vergences and divergences, as well as selective use of them. Only time 
will prove which choice oi concepts and selectivity have been with tjie 
geneial mn i ^ natuic of things in question. 
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Social Psychological Theory 

Intregrating Individual and Social Approaches 
THEODORE M. NEWCOMB 

Uiii\e!sit) oC Michigan 


I am dissatisfied with the present state of social psychology There arc 
of course, reasons lor satisfaction and even lor pride I suppose wc are 
entitled to oo M »nc gloiling over the fact th it there aie more and more 
students who wish to elo graduate work in our fielel, that several uni 
\ersities now ofld the eloc tor's degiee in social psychology anel that 
there are more job o|)eiiings than competent jrcople to fill them Per 
haps wc can even beeonie a profession Pcih ips the flood of new texts in 
this area is an index of the rapid growth of the field, though I arn not 
sure th it I consider this a happy omen Our growth and quasi public 
recognition bears some of the marks of too rapid inflation I fear that it 
IS based upon exjKctuions which are greater than ans thing which we 
can deliver in the ne n futuie 

Quite apart liom these sujKifieial signs of stirring iii our field, my 
dissatisfae lions have to do with the state of theoiv ard research in social 
psychology In [rarticulai I want to discuss what seems to me the unfor- 
tunate •circumstance that there aie two social psvchologies thriving in 
the land — not one Since I am dissatisfied with both of them, you can 
understand my misanthiopic state 

lake first what may be labelled the psychological approach to social 
psychoiogv ( Vt the moiiient there are prob.ibJv more graduate students 
in psycholog) than in sociology depaitments in most univ.isities and 
probably a majority of people who call themselves social psychologists 
have had primarily psychological training) My basic dissatisfaction 
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with psychological social psychology is that it has never really faced the 
implications of the psychologist's claim to study the ‘‘organism in enxn- 
ronrnent” The day has happily long since passed when psycliologists 
claimed to be studying psychological processes isolated from the world 
with which organisms inteiact, and yet most social psychologists of pri- 
marily psychological persuasion take no systematic account of the facts 
of the social environment in which human organisms live. More spe- 
cifically, they minimize oi even ignoic the natute of the social stiuctiue 
of which their subjects are membeis. They often speak and wiiic as it 
the differences between the human and non-human environments 
could be ignoted. The result of this comes peiilously close to being a 
human social psychology without people. I suppose that we would all 
agree with Professor MacLeod in asserting that “evety j)eitept is a 
function of the field conditions" under which it occurs. Too many of 
us who have been psychologically trained aie, I fear, a bit naive con- 
cerning the field conditions of group life under which individuars 
perceptions of social behavior occur. 

Psychological social psychologists — at least those who take their the- 
ory seriously — quite lightly insist that the same hasic principles of 
behavior must be applied to human beings in social or in non-social situ- 
ations. They decry the all-too-prevalent tendency to devise special piiri- 
ciples to account for sjiecial forms ol social behavioi; much of the 
mythology of crowd behavior is of exactly this natuie. Ay ol this I can 
only applaud, but wuthin the limits where these basic principles apply 
there is still room lor iiiilch better lelinement ol the specifically human 
conditions in the environment which serve to determine the nature of 
human behavior. I shall have more to sa\ later about what seems to me 
to be the fallacy of assuming that a human environment intioduces no 
new problems into the study ol psycholcjgical processes. 

The sociologically trained social ps) chologists have, with few excep- 
tions, made different but no less serious errors. "1 hey have never come 
to terms with the biological and psychological conditions under which 
human organisms seleitiuely ]>aiticipate in their envrronment. Their 
fallacy — if I may state it in its most extreme form — ^has been that of 
assuming that human organisms arc virtually empty receptacles into 
which culture is simply poured, loo many ol ^hem have seemed to as- 
sume that, for social psychological purjxrses, not only may the recep- 
tacles be regarded as more or less equivalent but the nature of the proc- 
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ess by which they get filled can more or less be taken for granted. This 
stricture by no means applies to all social psychologists whose training 
has been primarily sociological. It docs, however, tend to be the occu- 
pational danger to which such people are most prone. 

To sumniati/c my icasons for dissatisfaction with the present state of 
out two social psychologies, then, the situation seems to me something 
like this. You can take your choice between the study of intra-individ- 
ual ]3rocesses, allegedly related, by way of social behavior to the facts of 
social oiganization, and, as the other alternative, the study of social or- 
ganization, allegedly related to the p»*ocesses by which individuals learn 
and become socialized. 

I should like to outline what seems to me to be the possibility of de- 
veloping a social psydiology which takes lull account of the realities of 
psychological processes as well as the realities of social organization. 
Such a social psychology w'oulcl, of course, accept the most adequate 
available theoiics coriceiniiig the organization of individual behavior 
and also conceining the organization of groups and societies. Such a 
social psyiiic.i<;g} would deny nothing which has been verified concern- 
ing either kind of organization; it would not be concerned to deny any- 
thing which even seemed plausible, but it would insist upon knowing 
how ps)chological pi oc esses function under the field conditions of 
group life. In fact I should like to ollei th-s as what seems to me to be 
the desiiable goal of social ps)chology within the next decade or two — 
that is, to claiily and systematize our knowledge ol how psychological 
processes function unclei the field conditions ol group life. 

With such an objective, social psychologists would plan research pro- 
grams at levels which test hypotheses concerning ps\ c liological proc- 
esses unclci such conditions. By this I mean that they vvx>uld not mciely 
hypothesize conceining psychological piocesses as related to social be- 
havior, nor merely test hypotheses conceining overt behavior under 
various* conditions of gioup lile. Rather they would so plan their re- 
search pi opiums (though not necessarily each single investigation) that 
observable behavior can be related simultaneously to both kinds of 
variables. 

Let me outline what i»ecm to me to be a lew necessaiy postulates of a 
theory upon which such a lesearch program would be based. Because 
piy time is biicf I shall nccessaiily seem somewhat dogmatic in outlin- 
ing these postulates. 
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1. Any observable behavior is not only a response (on the part of a 
subject) which is to be treated as a dependent variable; it is also a stim- 
ulus to be perceived by others with whom the subject interacts, and 
thus to be treated as an independent variable. (It would be an over- 
simplification to say that psychologists have in general treated social 
behavior on the part of individuals as a dependent variable while soci- 
ologists have in general treated it as an independent variable; never- 
theless such an oversimplification points to some characteristic differ- 
ences between these two approaches to the same phenomena.) 

2. There is a most remarkable correspondence between the psycho- 
logical processes on the part of the overtly behaving individual and on 
the part of the individual who perceives aiul responds to him. Social 
psychologists have, with rare exceptions, paid little attention to this 
correspondence. It is, of course, not a correspondence of identity but 
one of sufficient similarity so that everyday communication is carried 
on with remarkably little misunderstanding, lliis correspondence can 
be explained only by the assumption that interacting individuals arc 
parts of some more inclusixe system — groups or whole societies. 

3. The relations among the parts (i.e., individuals) of such systems 
(i.e., groups) arc cpiite different from the relations of individuals to 
sticks and stones and other inanimate objects. That is, while the same 
basic psychological principles apply to the interaction of oiganisms 
with the non-human and with the human environment, iherc arc also 
orderly conditions of interaction with the human environment which 
do not apply to interaction with the non-human environment. These 
additional orderly processes correspond to laws and principles which, 
in my judgment, should be the special j>rovin(e of the social psycholo- 
gist. 

Thus the directions which I should like to see social psychology take 
in the next few years are those of (oncentrating on the variable condi- 
tions, the variable prcjcesses, and the variable consetiiiences of inter- 
action among group members. 

Such being the territory which I should like to stake out for social 
psychology, let me now point to some coriccj)tuaI and theoretical pos- 
sibilities of such an approach. First, although we have rarely made the 
attempt, the ineluctable facts about group life can and must be treated 
in terms accessible to psychologists. The conceptual tools with which 
this may be done have been laid down with singular clarity by Profes- 
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sor Muzafer Slier if of the University of Oklahoma. His experimental 
work and conceptual outlining of the importance of social norms 
have many revolutionary implications lor the kind of social psychology 
in which I am interested. It is to Sheriffs eternal credit that he has had 
the wisdom to lormulate the problem oi social noims in terms of per- 
ceptual processes. The tremendous lact about social norms, which in 
the main we social psychologists have failed to exploit, is that they rep- 
resent shared ways ol perceiving things or, more exactly perhaps, shared 
frames ot lefeience within which things are perceived. It is the elemen- 
tal y tact ol perceiving things in shaicd ways which gives us oui major 
foothold for the study of social behavior as simultaneously related to 
psychological processes and to social oigani/atron. 

If social psychology is to take as its sjietial piovinte the study of in- 
teraction, it must make a special place loi those kinds ol interaction 
which presuppose shaied liames of leleience, and by which shaicd 
frames ol leleieiice aic accpiired. This special kind of intci action I 
shall refer to as communication. 

The 1 :oc .cs ol noini-budding and of communication aie circularly 
related to each othei. Nouns aiisc thiough communication, uhich in 
turn is made possible because noims alieady exist. Evei> child is born 
into a society whose membeis ahead) make use of shaicd wa)s ol per- 
ceiving things. He comes lo take their Iraines ol lefeience as his own 
simply because he finds motive satislaction ol a thousand kinds in do- 
ing so. The moie impoitant the things concerning which he wants to 
communicate with others, the moic poignant his disappointments until 
he learns to perceive them in terms shaied with others. 

Norms, then, are developed about ai^uhrng and <..ci)lhing v\hich is 
of shaied interest to two or nioie people who interaci with each other. 
Of all the things, however, conceiniiig which noims ma) be developed, 
nothing compares in importance with other people. As the sociologists 
never.tire of pointing out, the basic lact ol human inierdependcnce — 
not only in infancy but throughout life — makes this inevitable. And so 
we find in all known societies, and in somewhat drlFeient v\ays in all 
continuing groups, sets ol norms according to which people arc diflei- 
entiated and perceived in shaicd ways. The best way ol taking account 
of this fact, lor social psychological pin poses, is in terms of positions 
(or statuses, as some anthropologists a 1 sociologists like to term them) 
and roles. 
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One of the things which disappoints me in most of the social-psycho- 
logical literature with which I am familiar is that the fact of shared 
norms concerning people rarely receives systematic treatment. The term 
“role'' is still used by most social psychologists in a common-sense, fig- 
ure-of-speech manner. Perhaps there are better terms than “role" for 
those sets of behavior which are associated with occupants of specified 
positions and which arc perceived in shared ways. It so, let us find and 
use the better term. It “role," however, is for the present the best teim 
to apply to this phenomenon — ^and no other term has so far been pro- 
posed, I believe — then let us use the term in its strict and technical 
sense and abandon its dramatic and literary usage. 

A role, as 1 think the term should be used by social psychologists, 
thus consists of a limited set of behaviois “tied together" by a common 
understanding of the functions of a position. Not all of these behaviors 
will be performed by every occupant of the position, nor will they be 
performed in the same way by any two persons as tliey take the same 
role. The actual behavior of any individual in taking a lole must be 
sharply distinguished from the lole itself, which is stated in terms broad 
enough to apply to all occupants ot any position. Role behaviois are 
distinguished from other behaviors not by any phenotypic chaiacter- 
istics, but in terms of the degree to which they aie a function of shared 
ways of perceiving whatever roles are involved in the interaction — 
shared, that is, by the behaving individual and by those with whom he 
interacts. Role behavior is thus a form of communicative behavior. The 
operations by which it is identified aie not mysterious, though they are 
not simple. 

Every role is thus necessarily defined in relation to one or more other 
roles. The role of mother is unthinkable apart from that of child. But 
her role, though functionally defined in teims of the child, also in- 
volves relations with other peisons — ^her husband, for example, the 
child's teacher, or the neighbors. Her role prescription includes ,sets of 
behavior refeiring to them, as well as to her child, but always in ways 
which involve the child. The meaning of any role is thus to be seen in 
the entire network of roles, or the role system, c^f which it is a part. 

The significance of interdependent roles is not only that they provide 
shared frames of reference in terms of which pec^plc can communicate 
about one another (as they communicate about sticks and stones); com- 
mon understandings of roles also make it possible for people to commu- 
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nicate with one another. The significant (and probably unique) thing 
about human interaction is that so much of it has to do with a process 
by which people share meanings about each other with each other. And 
this, if I may venture to repeat myself, is possible because of shared 
frames of reference in terms of which the communicating individuals 
perceive themselves, each other, and others about whom they are com- 
municating. 

Now let me remind you of another platitude. Frames of reference, as 
perceptual noims, cannot be divorced from attitudes. Indeed, it seems 
to me necessary to define an attitude toward something as a persistent 
state of readiness to perceive, to perform, to think and feel about some- 
thing in such interdependent ways as to lead to a certain kind of goal. 
If this is correct, then a pre disposition to perceive the thing in ques- 
tion in a specified way is simply a part of the individual's attitude to- 
ward it. Frames of reference for peneiviiig jrcople are thus inseparable 
from attitudes toward people, as Sherif and Cantril have so co- 
gently pointed out. And thus, since people are of such supreme impor- 
tance to om .virother, we arc led again, along a different path, to the 
conclusion that the fact of sharetl fiames of reference for perceiving 
people is of unique significance in human social psychology. 

What most psychologists have not ade(|uately understood is that the 
study of social oigani/ation and group stiiutuie provides them with far 
more than a formal map of the territory which their subjects inhabit. 
Studies of social organization, if properly exploited by the social psy- 
chologist, provide him with indispcirsable information about his own 
subject matter, iramely, communication, and in particular its content 
and the channels through which it occui.>. Group strurture and social 
organization arc not orrly instances of social norms, in dremselvcs; they 
are also determiners of the processes of communication among group 
members. What is communicated to whom, and what is the meaning 
of whzH. is communicated, arc determined cpiite as much by the nature 
of the groiq) structure as by the private demands of the communicating 
individuals. If, therefore, we accept as our special province the study of 
communication, we must make use of all available information con- 
cerning group structure as one of the determiners of communication. 

The term “group,” like the term “role,” has achieved no standard 
jmeaning among social psychologists. Inis, on the face of it, is some- 
what surprising. Granted that the facts of collective life are enormously 
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complicated, it is a scientific truism that the discovery of genotypic laws 
and principles presupposes the taxonomic task of differentiating and 
labelling phenotypic events. Again, if I may run the risk of appearing 
dogmatic, I should like to outline what seem to me the necessary dis- 
tinctions between groups, as amenable to social psychological study, 
and other forms of human collectivities. For social psychological pur- 
poses, at least, the distinctive thing about a group is that its members 
share norms about something. The range covered by the shared norms 
may be great or small, but at the very least they include whatever it is 
that is distinctive about the common interests of the group members — 
whether it be politics or poker. I'hey also include, necessarily, norms 
concerning the roles of the group members — roles which are interlock- 
ing, being defined in recij)rocal terms. Thus an American family is 
composed of members who share norms concerning their everyday liv- 
ing arrangements, and also concerning the manner in which they be- 
have toward one another. 'Fhese distinctive features of a group — shared 
norms and interlocking roles — presuppose a more than transitory rela- 
tionship of interaction and communication. They serve to distinguish, 
for social psychological purposes at least, a group from a number of 
persons at a street intersection at a given moment, and also from a mere 
category, such as all males in the State of Oklahoma between the ages 
of 21 and 25. 

The advantages of this kind of definition of a group are that it takes 
account of the realities of collective life, as noted by sociologists and 
cultural anthropologists, -and at the same time it is stated in terms 
which are accessible to the jjsychologist. It is a definition which is slated 
in terms of observable behavior (e.g., frequency counts of conlorining 
and deviant behavior, and verbal reports of judgments as to how other 
people are perceived). 

So far I have tried to suggest that the ineluctable facts of group life 
can be treated in terms accessible to psychologists. Now I should like 
to indicate that the equally inescapable facts of intra-personal life can 
and must be treated in terms accessible to sociologists. For purposes of 
illustrating this point I shall refer briefly to the concept of the sell. 
From one point of view nothing is so private, so strictly intra-individ- 
ual, as one’s own self, by which I mean simply “the individual as 
known to that individual.” And yet the process by which the individ^ 
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ual comes to know himself, as well as the content of that “knowledge,” 
is in many ways determined by the social noinis — and in particular 
by the role system — of the society and the sub-groups of which the in- 
dividual is a member. 

We are all familiar with the general outlines of the process by which 
individuals learn to distinguish themselves fiom objects and other per- 
sons. If I am tight in assuming that the more important it is to a per- 
son to be able to communicate with others about something, the more 
certain it is that he will come to share with them the frames of refer- 
ence within which he perceives that something, then it is practically 
inevitable that people should come to perceive themselves in terms of 
shared frames of reference. Inevitably, therefore, self- perceptions come 
to be figured against the ground jnovided by group-shared norms for 
perceiving people — i.e., in tc^ims of positions and roles. 

Many students of personality — e.g., Freud, G. W. Allport, Murphy, 
and Homey— have noted that much of the stabdity oi personality can 
be undcistood in terms of the persistence of self-perceptions. Many^of 
them ha\: a*.., pointed out that with successful ps\chotheiapy there is 
always associated some change in sell-perceptions. (Rogers and his as- 
sociates, in particular, base documented this point.) Not all of them, 
however, have stressed the fact that the persistence erf self-perceptions, 
in turn, is to be accounted lor in large part b\ their embeddedness in a 
[rarticulai kind of role s)stcm. If this is collect, then w^e shcruld expect 
to find that changes in the role system in which the individual’s self- 
peicejrtions are anchored would be accompanied by changes in self- 
perceptions, too, as wtU as by changes in observable personality char- 
acteristics. This seems to be precisely what we do lind, whether the 
changes in the lole system are piimarily the result of the individual’s 
own perceptual restructuring (as in psychotherapy), the result of volun- 
tary entry into a new role system (as in class mobility or migration), or 
the result of enforced introduction into a new role system (as in prison 
life). 

Let me now take one of the ancient and honoiable problems in social 
psychology and indicate, not a solution, but a manner of approach to 
it. I refer to that piotcss which has been noted by so many, both be- 
fore and after Gustave LeBon, and which has been variously labelled 
“group mind,” “social facilitation,” as w'ell as by other names. What I 
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should like to suggest is that many of the more fruitless aspects of this 
ancient controversy simply disappear if we view the problem in terms 
of self-other perceptions and shared norms. 

If I may oversimplify the issue, for brevity's sake, LeBon's great con- 
tribution was that he viewed the phenomenon which he called “group 
mind" in terms of shared mental processes. His great shortcoming was 
that he had nothing to say about the conditions under which such 
sharing took place. F. H. Allport, on the other hand, saw the necessity 
of distinguishing among various hypothetical conditions, and of con- 
trolling and experimentally manipulating them. His doctrine of social 
facilitation, however, left only a speculative place (by way of what he 
called the illusion of universality) for shared norms. The net effect of 
his doctrine was that in intense group situations the essentially private 
mental processes of the individual were not modified, but only inten- 
sified. 

The problem of reciprocal stimulation in group situations, with the 
offen-noted “spiraling" effect, is one which can be handled only in in- 
teractional terms. It is a problem which, in my judgment, can be solved 
only by recognizing that the determinants of overt response are in most 
respects the same as the determinants of perception of overt response 
in others. T hat is to say, the problem is basically one of shared norms, 
including roles as norms for perceiving behavior. 

Social psychologists, by and- large, have made more use of the notion 
of social reinforcement (in one form or another) in trying To account 
for the extreme forms of cr9wd behavior than lor more commonplace 
behavior. I should like to indicate, however, that the process of group 
reinforcement of individual motives and attitudes, if it is understood in 
the context of social norms, has a very important place in an integrated 
theory of social behavior, I shall stop briefly to indicate the importance 
of this process in situations of group conflict and in those of group 
solidarity. 

\Ve have long since learned to look for the sources of individual hos- 
tility against members of out-groups in the norms of the individual's 
own groups, as represented in the studies of Horowitz, Murphy and 
Likert. But we have not always taken adequate account of the part 
played by social norms in the persistence, the waxing and the tvaning 
of hostility toward out-group members. The persistence or change ot 
such hostility, as well as its sources, depend upon norms according to 
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which various degrees or forms of hostile behavior are included in the 
members' roles. 

When hostile attitudes or behaviors on the part of members of one 
group toward another are on the increase, we must look to interaction 
among the members of that gioiip as one source (and I think the major 
one) of the change. Something happens — say an incident which could 
be interpreted as being wailike oi otherwise threatening to one's own 
group — which reduces the thiesholds tor hostility on the part of some 
of the more influential membeis of that gioup. They show, by their 
behavior, their conviction that their own group norms prescribe hos- 
tile behavior under these conditions. Because of their influence, other 
members of the same group perceive the incident as threatening; their 
thresholds for hostile behavior, in turn, arc loweicd, and so on. The 
more extreme the forms of behavioi (the classical lynching mob offers 
the extreme example), then the more exiieme the plainly observable 
limits within which noim-presciibed behavior is permitted. There is 
nothing especially novel about these remaiks, but I do want to stress 
the point that norms concerning behavior arc not meiely standards of 
judgment which have been permanently inteiioii/ed by individuals. 
Rather, they are subject to constant levision in the light of what other 
people are observed to be doing. Role-taking is not only the lesult of 
pre-existing social norms; lole-taking also provides theii source and 
continuing suppoit. 

The essential h'ature of the process of social leinforcement is this: 
the more vivid the behavior perceived in shared ways (i.e., role behav- 
ior), the moie vividly it is perceived and the moic intensely others are 
stimulated. They aic not necessaiily stimulated to behave in the same 
ways (as the doctiine of social leinforcenient apparently requires). 
Rather, they are stimulated to take interlocking roles, which may call 
for similar or for corrrplernentary behavior. In either case, an adequate 
account of social reinforcement depends, or so it seems to me, upon the 
fact of group membership, defured in terms of shared norms and inter- 
locking roles. 

Social reinforcement does not, of course, tell the whole story of groirp 
conflict. It represents communication withirr a group, and it is equally 
important to study the process of communication between groups 
which are in conflict. One important aspect of inter-group communica- 
tion (as I have elsewhere noted) has to do with the effects upon mem- 
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bers of one group of their perception of the behavior of members ot 
another group. With lare exceptions, every individual perceives the be- 
havior of an out-group member in terms of his own group's social 
norms. To the extent that the membeis of one group perceive the be- 
havior of out-group members as hostile, the opportunities lor commu- 
nication between the groups tend to be reduced. Suppose, for example, 
that the norirrs of middle-class whites in this country prescribe some- 
what “condescendiirg" behavior toward Anrericair Irrdians. If so, In- 
dians with whom they interact will tend to become aware that they are 
undervalued by whites, and to the extent that this happerrs Indians will 
feel discouraged about communicating with whites. I'hc more this hap- 
pens, the more divergent become the white rroims and the Indian norms 
concerning both groups. As Indiairs are perceived by whites to be un- 
communicative, there is added to then other undesirable cpialities (ac- 
cording to white norms) those traits assumed to go with uncominuriica- 
tiveness — like deceitfulness and treachery, perhaps. White people's be- 
havior, as influenced by these revised norms, makes Indians still less 
inclined to communicate with them, and so on. 

I have taken time for this oveismrplihed analysis ol group conflict 
simply because I think it illustrates how social psychological problems 
must be attacked in terms ot communicative processes I should be the 
first to grant that it is not enough to know the conditions and conse 
quences of specihed fcjrms ot communication within and between 
groups, but I do maintain that such information is indispensable. Such 
an approach, moreover, sterns to me neither psychological nor socio 
logical, but distinctly social psychological. 

Now let me undertake, as a final example, an analysis ot interaction 
within a group chaiactcri/ed by considerable solidarity, or “high moi 
ale." The conditierns associated with such a group can be studied at 
either the individual or the group level. We can study them, nroie spc‘ 
cifically, in terms ot individual attitudes ol belongingness, or^in terms 
of group conditions which are associated with cohesiveness. I here are 
many kinds of satislactions which it is possible tor a person to find in 
group membership — e.g., doing attractive or necessary things that can 
be done only with others; or just being with people who arc known and 
liked and with whom one can interact in confident manner; or being 
recognized by outsiders as belonging to a group which is not accessible 
to everyone. Without attempting to analyze such sources of satisfaction. 
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wc can say that, together, they constitute the attractiveness of group 
membership for the individual, and his predisposition to find such sat- 
isfactions in being a member constitutes his attitude of belongingness. 

The attitude ot belongingness, as 1 prefer to think of it, corresponds 
to a predisposition to take a role as group member. Taking a role is not 
only a matter of carrying out certain role behaviors; it is also a matter 
of being perceived, thought and felt about and otherwise responded to 
by other group members. But a role cannot be taken at all without 
making use of the shared norms by which roles arc defined. Thus the 
attitude of belongingness includes the more or less confident antic ipation 
of being responded to by otheis as they take their toles in understood 
ways. Tims, wc may define the individuars attitude of belonging- 
ness as a predisposition to find motive satisfaction by taking a mem- 
ber's role in anticipation that his own undei standing ol the gioup 
norms is shared by other members. \\ e know something about the con- 
ditions under which such attitudes arise and peisist, Jtough 1 cannot 
take time to outline them. Whatcvei they arc, wc would expect to fipd 
that they '^Iso the conditions under which groups are most co- 
hesive. 

Vaiious indices of gioup cohesivencss have been pio[)Osed, and again 
I have no time to indicate what they aie. AV^iat the) have in common is 
that they are indices w^hich stand lor character istics of a gioup-as-a- 
whole. They may or may not be pooled scores referring to single indi- 
viduals; in any case they aic indices which have no meaning as applied 
to single individuals, but lefer to some piopeity of the group as an en- 
tity. And we find, not suiprisingly, that such indices are highest under 
iho same conditions which most eflcctivel) make loi indisidual atti- 
tudes of belongingness. Ihcie are scattcied bits of evidence, at least, 
which suggest the following conditions: Opportunities for satisfying in- 
dividual motives related to the group activity; satisfying interpersonal 
rclatioiis; and shared task-involvemcnt. 

It is possible, then, to take cither individual indices or group indices 
of group cohesiveness, and to relate them to various independent vari- 
ables. But these are only rough, empirical ajrproaches to the problem. 
1 see little possibility ot a complete or sophisticated theory ot social be- 
havior until wc have learned to analyze the interaction process itself. 
•The history of the study of perception oilers, 1 think, a good analogy. 
We are no longer content to observe the covariation ol stimulus mag- 
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nitude and subjective experience. We now see the necessity of studying, 
k la Postman, the nature of the interdependence between “hypothesis/^ 
or expectancy, and the information characteristics of the stimulus. Just 
so, we cannot be content with observing the covariation of “personal 
liking,*' for example, and “morale" on the part of group members. We 
must go beyond this, studying the exact nature of the interdependence 
of the behavior of group members. 

Our best guess, as of today, concerning the nature of the interaction 
process in groups characterized by high morale is that suggested by the 
principle of group reinforcement. The more frequently and the more 
obviously group members demonstrate by their behavior that a certain 
kind of role is prescribed by the group's norms, the more vividly they 
call to one another’s attention what the role prescriptions are, and the 
more they intensify one another's motivation to take their own “proper" 
roles. This principle, incidentally, is similar to F. H. Allport’s social 
facilitation except in one important respect. It depends upon the 
assumption of shared norms, while that of Allport does not. Group re- 
inforcement is not just a matter of increased moti\ation to do the same 
things that others are doing because of inci eased stimulation in seeing 
and hearing them do it; rather, it is a process whereby there is, so to 
speak, cognitive clarification as to what the demands of the situation 
are, together with increased motivation to take one's own role, whether 
that role be similar to or complementary to those of others. 

Under these conditions we have another example of the iiiterdepend- 
ence of ego and group membership. As LeBon and many others have 
noted, individuals sometimes get “caught up" into a group or crowd so 
that they lose their sense of sepaiate identity. What hapj3ens under 
these circumstances (among other things) is that what the individual 
wants to do and what he perceives as demanded by his role come to be 
identical. As he becomes more intensively motivated to take a certain 
role — say that of torturer in a lynching molj — he also become more 
convinced that it is the one and only possible role demanded of him. 
For once in his life, others expect him to be exactly what he wants to 
be. His world of social reality perceives him precisely as he perceives 
himself. Psychologically speaking, this is probably the same kind of ex- 
perience as that of the mystic who feels himself “at one with Che uni- 
verse." There is no more complete sense of support for the ego than« 
this experience of being evaluated by the world of social’ reality 
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(whether in the form of a family, a crowd, or of the powers of the uni- 
verse) precisely as one evaluates oneself. 

So far, I have preferred to outline what seem to me to be the direc- 
tions in which social psychological theory must move, rather than to 
present research findings. Some of the propositions which I have pro- 
posed are supported by well-controlled lesearch, but most of them, as 
yet, are not. Nevertheless, I would not have taken your time to outline 
a program of development for social psychology if 1 were not convinced 
that it is susceptible to investigation. 

I have stressed, in particular, the necessity of taking into account the 
field conditions of group life under which psychological processes oc- 
cur. I have bcseeched you to study the interaction process, the condi- 
tions and the consecjuences of its various foims. Now let me indicate 
some of the requirements of a research program through which — and 
only through which — it will be possible for social psychology to de- 
velop in an integrated and systematic way. 

First, ther«* remains a great deal of work to be done at the basic level 
of taxonomy. We cannot study the conditions or the consequences of 
interaction unless we know how to distinguish the significant forms 
which it takes. The most [rromising work that I know of along these 
lines is that of Piolessor Fic'd Bales, of Harvard, who has shown that it 
is possible to make reliable obsersations of dillerent kinds of individual 
behavior in small groups — behaviors which can be treated not only as 
dependent variables but also as independent ones affecting the subse- 
quent behaviors of others. By^ such means he has been able to show that 
different groups, known to diffei in various ways, are f harac teri/ed by 
distinctive patterns ol interaction — patterns which, of Cfnirse. are made 
up of individual behasiors which, in turn, can be studied in terms of all 
that we know about psychological processes. 

As Dr. Volkman suggested ycsteiday (pp. 27^5-295), one of the tasks 
of any science is to make necessaiy discriminations among its relevant 
variables. Most social psychologists need to take a less condescending 
attitude toward the task of making significant distinctions among forms 
of interaction, and making reliable observations of them. To mention 
another area in which much work of the same kind needs to be done 
;we have (from cultural anthropologist only partial taxonomies of 
role systems that aic appropriate to social psychological study. If, as I 
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believe, we cannot understand the psychological processes involved in 
social behavior apart from die field conditions of social structure in 
which they occur, then we must learn how to make the necessary dis- 
tinctions among different kinds of role behaviors, and learn to make 
reliable observations of them in their different forms. 

Secondly, as implied by what I have already said, social psychology 
suffers from an inadequacy of tools and methods. Here, as elsewhere, 
theoretical development waits upon methods of obtaining information. 
During the past quarter-century we have made enormous strides in a 
few methodological areas — public opinion research perhaps provides 
the best example. But we are only beginning to develop methods of ob- 
serving interaction, of analyzing the role structure of a group or a soci- 
ety, of studying the process of communication, of distinguishing among 
the many variations of social norms. Many of us tend to take a dim 
view of methodological studies, as we do of taxonomic studies; but I 
suspect th«at, as of 1950, these interdependent kinds of investigations 
represent our greatest need. 

Thirdly, of course, is the purpose for which taxonomies and tools 
exist: the formulation and testing of hypotheses. I shall not stop to give 
examples of specific hypotheses, but I do want to indicate some of the 
areas in which whole programs of research are needed. I shall mention 
seven such areas, devoting a sentence or two to each and trying, in each 
case, to indicate that it is a problem to be studied in terms of inter- 
action, as a function of both psychological processes and'of social or- 
ganization. 

1. \V'’e need to know much more about social attitudes (viewed as de- 
pendent variables) in relation to personality factors and to group struc- 
ture (viewed as independent variables). For such purposes, we woidd 
want to make use of such intervening variables as perception of self and 
of the role system — or, as I prefer to say, of self-other perceptions and 
attitudes. 

2. Self-other perceptions and attitudes need to be studied in relation 
to various forms of interaction. 'The 1 elation between self-other cogni- 
tive processes and social behavior is, of course, a circular one; certain 
kinds of interaction, under certain conditions, are determined by cer- 
tain kinds of self-other peiceptions and attitudes but these, in turn, are 
determined by previous history of interaction. 
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3. We know extremely little about the nature of the communicative 
process. (Incidentally, our terminology in this area is so undeveloped 
that we scarcely know how to communicate about communication.) 
The special part of this problem about which I am particularly con- 
cerned has to do with what I might call the perceived overlap between 
the communicating individuals. That is, what is expressed by each to 
the others, and what is received by each from the others, is (hypotheti- 
cally) a function of what is perceived by each to be the area of shared 
perception. I should place this kind of problem very high on my own 
list of priorities. 

4. Many social psychologists, more or less independently, are now 

working on problems of “group cohesion.” If we consider this group- 
property as a dependent variable, what are the independent variables 
with which it is most closely associated? From what kinds of interac- 
tions is it most likely to develoj) and what, in turn, are the situational 
conditions and the personality conditions which are v.ost likely to fa- 
cilitate such kinds of inlerac tion? , 

5. Thcr^ i no social psychological problem which is more fascinat- 
ing than that of multijjle group membership, as Dr. Hartley's paper 
indicates (sec Ch. lO). One aspect of this problem deals with the con- 
ditions under which individuals select among various role behaviors 
which are potentially available. My own suspicion is that, under most 
conditions, one sot of role behaviors rather than another tends to get 
the right of way, though ol course there are various kinds of compro- 
mise formations, too. In any case the problem is one demanding empir- 
ical investigation which must, I think, take accemnt of such variables 
as actual group structure, perceived role demands, and perceived ade- 
(juacy of the self to meet those demands. 

6. Most ps)chotherapists have given lip service to the significance of 
the transference phenomenon. Very few^ of them, however, have stud- 
ied it in terms of role theory. A paiticularly iinpoitant part of such 
investigations would deal with the process by wdiich a changing role- 
relationship to the therapist “carries over” to other kinds of role-rcla- 
tionships. 

7. Finally, a wide range of investigations is needed in the area of 
what might be called “symbolic group memberships.” As Slicrif (bor- 
•rowing the term from Hyman) has sho. n, the use of the intervening 
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variable of “reference group" can throw a flood of light on a great deal 
of social behavior. This problem is closely related to the distinction 
which many sociologists have made between formal and informal group 
memberships. We may consider a reference group to be any group, for- 
mal, informal, or symbolic, in which the individual has a psychologi- 
cally functioning membership. Under what conditions do reference 
groups most closely and least closely correspond to actual membership 
groups, and how are these discrepancies, great or small, associated with 
the variable forms of social behavior? 

In summary, the two basic facts with which the social psychologist 
must deal arc those of the organization of group life, and of the organi- 
zation of individual behavior. Sociology and cullural anthropology 
have customarily dealt with the one, and individual psychology with 
the other. It is the unique and supremely difficult task of social psy- 
chology to provide an integrated theory of how human life goes on at 
both levels of organization simultaneously. We sliall never arrive at 
sijch a theory if psychologists regard social behavior as merely an ap- 
plied field of their own discipline, in which the environment hapj>cns 
to deal with other people, or in which the emphasis is on “social prob- 
lems." This, if 1 may adapt a phrase which has been used here in sev- 
eral other contexts, would be individual imperialism, (iroup imperial- 
ism is an equally unacceptable doctrine, llie assumption that social 
psychological problems represent merely a special braiufi of sociology, 
in which the facts of individual differences arc duly iiotedT is ecjually 
inimical to the development of an integrated theory of social behavior. 
As I have tried to indicate, it is only by erecting a theory of behavior 
which is at tht same time a theory of interRciion that tlie task can be 
accomplished. 

We have, I believe, the beginnings of such a theory. The sociologists 
and cultural anthropologists have shown us how groups and societies 
are organized in terms of positions and roles. The individual psycholo- 
gists have shown us how individual behavior is organized, particularly 
by way of cognitive processes. The social psychologist must learn to ob- 
serve and study human behavior as socially organized because so much 
of it is cognitively experienced in shared ways — both by the behaving 
individual himself and by those who observe him. Interaction, particu- 
larly in the form of taking and perceiving roles, is a necessary part o£ 
process by which individual organization and social organization simul- 
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taneously take place. Hence I want to see social psychology develop in 
ways which are not only psychological but also social. 1 look forward to 
a theory which takes account of the nature of psychological pirocesses 
no more and no less than it takes account of the field conditions of 
group life in which they occur. 
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Genctuists cannot pretend to ha\c made coubpiciioii^ contnbutions to 
ward the analysis ol hum in bthavioi patterns, and it is not likely that 
tluv Hill do so in the \eiy near lutuic No final answer js available to 
the ([uestion ol what pait i»enetie vaiiabilit plays in human individ 
ualii) and it is indeed quite certain that theic is no single answer to 
this question (cl ah)' Ncseitheless iccerit research, especially in the 
fields ol develojmuntal and population genetics has made possible the 
foimulatiori ol eerUin piinciples regarding the action of genes and 
the distribution of genes which we believe to have leal iiiqdications lor 
the scxial sciences 

Since genciics until lathei lecently has been almost exclusively a lab 
oratory science, it is not suipiising that niinv attempts have been made 
to apply Its findings to pioblems of human society without adequate 
consideiation of the veiy fundamental difleicnees between human ma 
u rials and laboratory mateiials and between human populations and 
labor atoiy populitions We shall ol necessity lean heavily on labora 
tory observations in the ensuing discussion, but we shall try carefully 

The boldfiee nuinbeis iii pnentheses ipply ic he Reftiences at the end of the 
respctlivc ch iptcis 
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to evaluate their possible implications for human society in human, 
and not in /odmorphic, terms. 

We have already mentioned genes, and we shall have a good deal 
more to say about them. We should therefore perhaps make it clear at 
the outset that a description of the classical genes of the genetics lab- 
oratory, to which the greater part of standard genetics textbooks is de- 
voted, is only a first step in the analysis of heredity. Limitations in the 
early concept of genes as individual “determiners” of mendelian char- 
acteristics, and of a one-to-one correspondence between gene and char- 
acteristic, were exposed by the discovery of genic interactions and of 
environmentally contingent gene effects. The newer concept of genic 
balance implies that genetic variability is a function of the genotype as a 
whole and that isolation of individual gene eilects involves an artificial 
disjunction of gene and total genotype. I'he disjunction is both valid 
and necessary at certain levels of analysis (cf. the disjunction of time 
and space in classical meclianifs), and it has been eminently sutcessful 
in helping to clarify certain problems involving patterns oJ hereditary 
transmission and some aspects of developmental processes. It should be 
anticipated, however, that at complex levels ol interaction a preoccupa- 
tion with individual genes as isolates would prove methodologically in- 
adequate (cf. 50), and we shall see later some substantiation ol this sus- 
picion. In the meanwhile, a preliminary consideiation of projrerties of 
the genes of the laboratory may serve two uselul purposes: (1) it will 
give some indication of why the isolation of individual getie elleds has 
held so prominent a place in the history ol genetic investigation; and 
(2) it will call attention to characteristics of genic action, discovered 
through the classical atomistic approach, which will inevitably be rele- 
vant to the behavior (d more complexly inleracting systems. 

It is a commonplace of observation that no two animals, human or 
otherwise, arc identical either in appearance or in physiologic activity. 
It has been amply dcmonstiaied that individual dillcrences among ani- 
mals, ill so far as they arc hereditary, are predominantly contingent 
upon differences in the chromosomes ol the respective individuals' cells 
and, most freciuently, upon dilferencc's in their genes. Genes may 
roughly be defined as narrowly localized jieculiarities of the chromo- 
somes. We are commonly inclined to think ol genes as discrete particles 
which are joined tcjgether in chain-like fashion. It is rather more accu- 
rate to consider them as regional differentiations of the chromosomes. 
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Thus, the difference between a color-blind man and a man with nor- 
mal color vision is referable to a difference, most likely of a chemical 
nature, in a particular region or locus of their respective X-chromo- 
somes. The difference between a man with hemophilia and a non-hemo- 
philic individual is attributable to a difference between their respective 
X-chromosomes at another locus. 

The high degree of precision with which the locus of a given gene 
difference ran be defined under favorable circumstances is best seen in 
that animal which has been most exhaustively studied from a genetic 
standpoint, the fruit fly. Drosophila melanogaster. In this creature, gene 
differences with phenotypically distinguishable effects ha^e been iden- 
tified at more than boo different loci (lo). 1 he loci have been proven to 
lie on the chromosomes in linear serjuencc. 1 he aggregate length of the 
tour chromosomes is less than lo micra. Conse(|uentl\, the aveiage lin- 
ear extent of the chromosomal material involved in a single gene dil- 
ference is less than one-fifticth ol a micron, a distance which is well 
below the resolving power ol even a theoictically peiicct optical micro- 
scope. Nevertheless, it is possible to specily, foi any gene diffeience in 
Drosophila, both the chiomosome on which its locus lies and the exact 
position of that locus lelative to all othei loci on the same chromo 
some. For a variety ol reasons, the same kind ol mapping in human 
chromosomes presents almost insupeiable difficulties. However, a slight 
beginning has been made. For certain loci on the X-chromosome, it is 
possible to state which of two general ic'gions ol the chiomosome they 
occupy, and something is knov\n even ol the lelatne |JOsitions ol a few 
ol them (36, 39, 86). A first step may have been made toward accom- 
plishing a similai leat lor an autosome, when one ol us recently re- 
]>orted evidence that the genes lor sicklemia and the Af,N blood gioups, 
respectively, have theii loci in the same chiomosome (87). 

We usually speak oJ color-blindness (as contrasted with noimal color 
vision), 01 ol hemophilia (as contiastcd with the non-heinophilic condi- 
tion) as the effect ol a single-gene substitution, or moie biiefly, as the 
effect ol a single gene, and we shall use these convenient though in- 
exact phrases fiecpiently in the ensuing discussion. You may iccall that 
except for the sex chromosome in the male all chromosomes in the 
body cells of higher animals are present in physiologically equivalent, 
or homologous, pairs and that each chrontosome ol an homologous pair 
possesses the same series ol gene loci. It lollows that the gene for albi- 
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nism, for example, may be present on either one or both of a pair of 
homologous chromosomes; or more technically, the gene may be in 
heterozygous (single-dose) or homozygous (double-dose) condition. In 
general we sliall not distinguish between these two situations, and the 
term single-gene substitution, unless qualified, will be understood to 
mean a gene substitution at a single loais in whichever dosage (hetero- 
zygous or homozygous) the gene in question requires to produce a dis- 
cernible effect. 

Any relevance genetic findings may have for social psychology nec- 
essarily depends on the role genes play in determining the phenotypic 
characteristics of individuals, especially such characteristics as may be 
presumed to affect behavior, and on the dislrilnUion ot different kinds 
of genes in the population. We propose to discuss these matters, first 
with reference to their probable significance for indi\idual ilifferences, 
and second, w’ith reference to their probable significance for group dif- 
ferences. As a preliminary to the discussion, it is necessary to review 
some of the more important features of gene action which have been 
discovered in 50 years of laboratory research: 

First, there is no structure or organ, and no physiological process ol 
the organism that cannot be altered, and radically altered, by a single- 
gene substitution at one or another locus. 

In Drosophila, a single gene substitution reduces the wings of the fly 
to mere vestiges; another results in the development of two j^airs of 
wings, instead of the characteristic single pair; otheis rcspecti\ely alter 
the size, shape, or venation of the wings; still others aflect the size, 
shape, or histologic structure of the eyes; a gene substitution at any of 
several different loci prevents development of the eyes altogether; more 
than 40 different loci have been identified at which a single-gene sub- 
stitution alters the pigmentation of the eye, with cllects which range 
from varying degrees of darkening or lightening, to complete elimina- 
tion of one or both of the pigments that are responsible for tlie brick- 
red eye color of the wild-type fly. Antennae, legs, bristles, sclerites, body 
color, and body size, are a few of the oilier features of tlie animal which 
may be discernibly affected in a variety of ways by various single genes. 
Finally, gene substitutions at any of a large number of loci interfere 
so radically with the development of the animal that they have a lethal 
effect, causing death in the egg, larval, or pupal stage (10). 

Many of the genes we have referred to produce more than one read- 
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ily observed effect Thus one of the gene substitutions which reduces 
wing si/e also modifies the wing muscles, changes the angle ot certain 
bristles, and affects the balancers, the shape of the spermatheea, growth 
late, fecundity, and length of life another single gene simultaneously 
affects the stiucture of legs, wings, aiitennat and bristles 

Foi obvious reasons, the genetics of laboiatoiy mammals has not 
been studied with nearly so much thoroughness as the genetics of Dio- 
sophtla Ne\eitheless, it is appaicnt that the \aiiety and extent of 
single gene effects arc eornparable to those exhibited in the fruit fly To 
take the house mouse as oui single example, the effects of pci haps a 
hundred different single gene substitutions aie known (34) I he most 
familial are those allecting pelage eolor, of which there is a eonsider- 
able \anetv Other single gene substitutions aflect the texture 01 growth 
cjf the hail any one of at least thiee genes at different loci produces 
nearly eomplete haiilessness 1 iirther single gene effects in this animal 
include skeletal abnormalities, eye abnormalities, short ears, two or 
three types ol anemia haiehp and elelt pal ite, hydioeephalus, pituitary 
clwaifism, complete absence o\ wxls in the letina, and absence of ific 
coipus caliosuiii, an) ol scveial i>cncs ini\ pioduce a nenous disoidti 
svinptoniati/cd by ihouu movements As in Ihosoplnla, a simple !fcnc 
substitiUion IS liecjuently seen to allcct the animal in more than one 
way I hiis the t>ene which shoitcns ihe cais also piedisposes the animal 
tovvaids spoiiiancous muscle eontitutuies i»i the tail the gene toi yel 
low pelai>e besuU s alleel 1111^ the development ot hair pigment, produces 
obesity and ledmes the likelihooil of spontaneous mammaiy eaicino 
niata 

The idcntilic ition ot genetic meehanisms in man is of course veiy 
much moie dilluiili to aicomplish than in laboratoiy animals, because 
(ontiolkd matings cannot be made as desiied Since tlic pioneer woik 
ol Wdiibeig and ol Beinslein 111 the iqaos however, a numbei ot spe 
till staijstual appioathcs have bttn developed which make critical ge 
lutu analysis ol human mateiial leasible within certain limits (1, ai, 
2*. 23, 39, 43» 44> 7”' 7b *9» 9‘) 

In the cnoinious, and mostly i/iiciitical, liteiaturc which contains le 
ports on human heiedity there is pitsumptive evidence that moie than 
a hundied vaiiations (thielly padiologit) in the skin and its derivatives 
(18), moie than a hundred eye abnorni dities (95), and a tompaiable 
number ot skeletal anomalies (a) may be attnbutable to single gene 
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substitutions. Other organs are somewhat less accessible to obseivation. 
Nevertheless, we may include among conditions lor which there is some 
evidence of single gene determination, a dozen or more blood dyscra- 
sias, similar numbers ot metabolic and endocrine distiu bances, of nerv- 
ous disorders, of aberrations in the muscular system and of neoplasms 
in a variety of organs (30, 83). 

We must emphasize that the evidence for single-gene determination 
in the majority ol the pathologic conditions included in the preceding 
enumeration is no more than presumptive. But critical evidence is 
available for a substantial proportion of the conditions in each of the 
categories mentioned; and there is little doubt that in the human spe- 
cies the elfects of single gene substitutions arc at least as numerous, 
varied, and far-reaching as in the laboratory animals that have been 
studied. 

Variations of non-pathologic nature in man which can safely be at- 
tributed to single-gene substitutions have been found for remarkably 
few characteristics; those whose genetic mechanisms arc most soundly 
established concern serologic characters, which are detcctably affected 
by single-gene differences in a number ot loci; these include the A,B ,0 
antigens, the M,N antigens, the Rh-series of antigens, and others (98); 
high taste thresholds tor phcii>lthiouiea appear to depend on a single- 
gene substitution (82); and quite probably variations in the direction 
of the vellus or fine hair of the forehead arc single-gene effects (48). 
This modest list represents a substantial jiortion ot our cuxrent knowl- 
edge of single-gene variations in normal human characteristics. 

A second imjxntant texture of gene action concerns the principle 
that the phenotype ot an organism is not a mere mosaic ot independ- 
ently expressed single-gene effects. The dependence ol genic expression 
on environmental factois will be coiisideied in a moment. Here wc 
wish to stress that an anirnars phenotyjie depends on developmental 
interactions involving the entire aggregate ot genic material as well as 
the materials of the extragenic protoplasm. Examples of striking inter- 
action effects from the combination ot two or more identihable genes at 
different loci will be found in any standard genetics text (77, 88, 96). 
Interactions less conspicuous than those cited in the textbooks are 
probably far commoner; and it seems iairly sate to say that the effect 
of a gene substitution at any given locus is influenced by the character 
of the genic material at virtually every other locus (32). 
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A third important principle of gene action is that the phenotype of 
an organism is a function both of its genetic constitution and of the 
environment in which the organism develops; the statement that a 
given peculiarity is hereditary does not jnean that it is not subject to 
environmental modification. Different genes vary widely in their re- 
sponsiveness to environmental conditions. The effects of certain genes 
appear to be expressed with great uniformity within any range of en- 
vironmental conditions that permit the organism to sui\ive at all, 
whereas the effects of many known genes show consj)icuous diflerences 
in different environments (44). In Drosophila, for example, flics pos- 
sessing a gene called Giant (in the thiid chromosome) are about 75 per 
cent largei than individuals without this gene; and the si/e difference 
is apparent even when the larvae have been reared on a minimal diet 
(9). On the other hand, ihcrc‘ is another Giant gene (in a different 
chromosome) which has the same effect on body size, but only when an 
abundant food supply is available to the developing larvae; when the 
larvae are reaied on starvation rations, flics carrying this gene are iii- 
distinguishable in size from their genetically non-giant messmates (29). 

Flics with a gene for abnomial abdomen exhibit the abnormality 
only if they are reaied in a moist culture medium (57). An indistin- 
guishable abnormality of the abdomen may also result Irorn the pres- 
ence of another gene — in this case the effect of the gene is maximally 
expressed when the flies have been reared in a diy culture (8). In the 
same airimal, the effects of a nunrber of other genes arc to a large de- 
gree dependent on temperature during imubation (38). The manifes- 
tatiorr of the geirc Antennaless is signifuantly aflected by the adecjuacy 
of vitamin in the culture irrediurn (33), arrd so on. The effect of the 
Ifiinalayan geire in rabbits is to preverrt pigmcrrt formation extept at 
the extremities of the airimal; but if a newborn r.ihbit of the Himala- 
yan genotype is subjected bi icily to a moderately low temper atuie 
(n° C.), the entire pelage develops pigmentation (45). 

Intrauterine conditions during pregnancy tair also be shown to influ- 
ence the expression of several gcirotypes iir nrammals, inasmuch as coir- 
sistent diflerences cither iir degree or trecjuency of manifestatioir of cer- 
tain gerretit characters are lound with increasing age of the mother. 
Conditions which show this effect include white spotting (104) and jrol- 
ydactyly (101) irr guinea pigs, and harelip hr mice (90). Marry congeni- 
tal malformations in man, it may be recalled, appear to exhibit this 
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phenomenon; in most cases the incidence is highest in children born to 
older mothers (62, 68); in at least one case (pyloric stenosis) the inci- 
dence appears to be highest among first-boin children (19). 

Excellent examples ot human genes whose eflects aie uniformly ex- 
pressed within any range ot environment consistent with siuvival are 
those upon which the A and B, or M,N antigens depend. Instances ol 
enviionmentally conditioned gene manitestation in man are diflicult to 
cite with assurance. This does not imply that lliey aie lare, but merely 
that the technical dillicultics ot identifying them aie veiy great. Pattern 
baldness, however, is possibly an example (89). There is evidence that 
in most cases this is dependent on a single gene substitution, and that 
baldness appears in leniales only it they aie hoino/ygous lor the gene, 
whereas it is manilested regularly in males who are hetcro/^ gous. It is 
commonly stated that cunu(hs never show baldness. 1 his suggests that 
the expression of tlie patiein-baldness gene in heteio/ygous condition 
is (ontingent on the piesence ot male sex hormones, and iherelore that 
any enviionmental agency (e.g., castiation or injury) whuh prevents 
elaboration ot these hoiniones also pi events phenotypic manilestation 
ot the baldness gene in single dose. 

A fouith piinciple relating to gene action which lecjuiies mention is 
that the effect ot a gene substitution can be simulated, in the absence 
ot the gene in cjuestion, by the eflcct ol approjniatc enviionmental con- 
ditions. The cm ii oilmen tally induced modifn ations have been called 
phenocoptes and thc) are phenotypic ally indistinguishable liom gene- 
effects (32). By subjecting Diowphila laivae to neaily lethal high tem- 
peratures for different intervals ot time and at dilfcicnt stages ot devel- 
opment, Goldschmidt has pioduced phcnocojiics ol almost evei> known 
generic variation in this animal. In mice, phenocopics ot several inoi- 
phologic gene effects (pseuclencephaly. Hexed tail, h)diocephalus, etc.) 
have been pioduced by X-racliation ot developing embryos ol different 
ages (47). 

It should be emphasized that thc environmentally induced pheno 
copies do not icappear in the piogcny 01 descendants of thc tieatcd 
animals unless the dcccndants are exposed to similar tic*atment. "I he 
phrase “environmentally induced” is an ovcisiinjilificaticn, however, 
because genetically cliffeient stocks differ in their response to heat and 
other treatments, and exhibit different predilections for yielding spe- 
cific kinds of phenocopics (15, 31, 32, 71). The principle illustrated in 
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the production of phenocopics is therefore essentially a special case of 
the principle stated cat Her, that the phenotype ol an organism is a 
lunction both oi its genetic constitution and oL the environment in 
whi(h it develops. 

In man, there is reason to believe (based in pait on the heterogeneity 
ol familial incidence) that several pathologic conditions occur as single- 
gene ellects in some lamilics. and as sporadic phenocopics in others. 
These corrditions include microcephaly (70), lobster claw (5), deaf- 
mutism (52), and dialreles insipidus (72). In j)articular, it appears from 
data assembled by Murphy that an embryo can on cxcasion be induced 
to develop into a micr (Kephalic by X-radiation of the mother during 
early pregnancy (62). I here is likewise evidence that certain inlccticjns 
during early pregnancy (e.g., rubella) may cause the development of 
malformations which in other families ckcui as single-gene eflects (62). 

A final point regarding gene action which must be kept in mind is 
that multiple effects are highly chaiac teristic. We have ^;nen evamples 
of possibly e\ it erne cases in Drosophila and mice. Et|uall\ striking ij- 
lustrations c^'nld be drawn from a large number ot hereditary syn- 
dromes in human pathology. What we wish to call special attention to 
here, however, aie the xnahihty ellects of gene cliflcicnces. Virtually ev- 
ery gene dilference that has been studied in experimental animals has 
been found to affect vialrility in one diic'ction 01 the other, and this is 
almost certainly a nearly universal phenomenon. The (overwhelming 
majority ol the 's’nglc-gcnc substitutions whose phenotypic effects we 
have mentioned allect viability advers(*ly, at least under standard lab- 
oratory conditions. A lew, however, impiove the viability of the animals 
possessing them, and in some cases the same* gene substitution impairs 
viability under some environmental conditions and improves it under 
others (24). 

We may turn now to a consideration of the ciucstion of the degree to 
wiiich the kind ol gene ellects we have been discussing are significant as 
factors in human vaiiabilit). 

The ellects ol the single-gene substitutions to which we have referred 
are so striking and their variety so great that one might be pardoned 
for supposing that, collectively, they must play a major role in the de- 
termination of individual diflerences in human (and other) popula- 
tions. In recent years, however, it has be Mire more and more widely 
recognized that single-gene dillcrences which produce readily distin- 
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guishable discontinuities in phenotypic variation are completely non- 
representative of the bulk of genetic variability in any species. Gene 
differences, of course, arise originally as mutations, and the rate of ap- 
pearance of niutations is enonnously accelerated by X-rays. Many of 
the mutated genes produced by X-ray treatment have conspicuous 
phenotypic effects and are identical with those which have appeared 
spontaneously in natural populations and in laboratory stocks; a much 
lai^er number are lethal; by far the largest number, however, have been 
shown to have very slight effects on viability, about as often in a favor- 
able as an unfavorable direction (93). The viability of an organism nec- 
essarily de[)ends on morphologic or physiologic characteristics, or both. 
There is, moreover, a general, though not absolute, parallelism between 
the conspicuoiisncss of the visible effect of a gene and the degree to 
w^hich it impairs viability. By and large the more striking the pheno- 
typic effect, the more drastically is viability reduced. Conset]uently the 
largest class of mutated genes produced by X-iays comprises those genes 
v/hich individually do not have readily discernible phenotypic effects. 
There is abundant reason to believe that the same is true of genes 
w^hich appear by spontaneous mutation (59). 

Mather and his collaborators have been particularly impressed with 
the special problems posed by this class of genes, and thc*y designate 
them as polygenes y in distinction from the single genes responsible for 
conspicuous phenotypic discontinuities, which they call major genes 
(53). The latter, as wc have seen, can be individually identified (in lab- 
oratory mateiial at leasu^ and to some extent in man) by the discon- 
tinuities they produce, and can be assigned to precise loci on one or 
another chromosome. Polygenes on the other hand, tend to have quan- 
titatively ecjuivalent cumulative effects, and cannot be individually 
identified and assigned to chromosomal loci. 'Pheir reality cannot be 
doubted, howevei, because their existence is revealed by the effective- 
ness of selective breeding loi almost any continuously variable quanti- 
tative character in a genetically heterogeneous population of laboratory 
or domestic animals. Mather, moreover, has adduced what appears to 
be critical evidence that polygenes possess the essential genic character- 
istics of classical genes, vi/., that they exhibit segregation aitd crossing- 
over. 

If our reasoning was correct about the relative frecpiCncies with 
which polygene and major gene mutations, respectively, occur, it fol- 
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lows that there must be available in any animal species an enormous 
store of genetic variability contingent upon very large numbers of 
polygenes, with individually minute, but cumulatively appreciable, 
effects. 

We should also expect to find that a far greater portion of the pheno- 
typic variability in natural populations depends on polygenic differ- 
ences than on major-gene effects. This follows from the lact that, in 
general, the viability impairment produced by genes with discernible 
individual effects should result in their being kept down by natural se- 
lection to very low incidences; and this, in fact, seems to be the usual 
rule. The only discernible single-gene effects with incidences of 5 to 5a 
percent in human populations arc those lew which are approxi- 
mately neutral as to viability effect. Mostly, these involve diffcicnces 
which are detectable only by special techniejues, such as abnormalities 
in color vision, and the blood group antigens. Of the hundreds ol pre- 
sumptively single-gene abnormalities in man which we h'>vc referred to, 
only a small minority have a population incidence above one in 10,000^ 
and the vast majority arc veiy much raict than this. 

It we pick two unielated j}Cople at random Iroin any human popula- 
tion, we shall probably find that they differ in rcsj)ect to one or another 
of the blood antigens, and we may find that one is a taster and the other 
a non-tastci. Beyond this it is highly probable that few, if any, ol the 
obsenable phenotypic differences between them will be reterable to 
known major gene*'*. Yet we know that the physical characteristics v^hich 
distinguish individuals aie to an appreciable degiee determined by ge- 
netic differences because of the almost complete physical identity of in- 
dividuals who arc known to have identical genotypes, vi'., members of 
monozygotic twin paiis. 

Predominantly, then, such genetic differences as are involved in the 
non-pathologic lange of human vai lability are likely to be of the poly- 
gene lather than the major-gene class. This is very probably true also 
for genetic cliffciences which may be significant in many of the com- 
moner conditions which are classed as pathologic, including cancer and 
hvpci tensive disease, as well as for genetic differences which may be in- 
volved in resistance and susceptibility to specific infections. 

It is possible, we may add, that the expression of polygenic varia- 
bility may in general be especially sensiti c to environmental condi- 
tions, as was noted by Wright more than thirty years ago (99, cf. 102) 
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in the case of polygenic variation in physiologic processes relevant to 
the productive characters of livestock. 

We shall try to indicate in a moment some of the ways in which the 
polygene concept, the facts regarding the nature of genic action, and 
modern knowledge of the distribution of genetic variability in popula- 
tions may affect our views on genetic components in behavioral difler- 
ences. Right here, however, we should like to point out that recogni- 
tion of the fact that the overwhelmingly greater part of genetically con- 
ditioned variability in man depends on polygenic differences rather 
than on clearly segregating major genes has vital methodologic impli- 
cations for research in the field of human genetics itself, because it sets 
a limit to the amount of information that we may expect to gain 
through analysis of single-gene differences. 

This does not mean that further search for individual gene difler- 
ences in man should be eschewed. Quite the contrary, we regard it as 
essential to continue the refinement of statistical methods for detecting 
ipajor-gene effects, and to continue an assiduous quest for variations 
contingent upon single-gene differences. The collection of critical data, 
which means systematically assembled data and not those culled from 
casual observations reported in the literature, has hardly more than 
begun in the field of human heredity. The various ways in which these 
data can be useful, even indispensable, in certain areas ol medical prac- 
tice and research, and in anthropology, have been discussed by Snyder 
and by others on several recent occasions and will not be reviewed heie 
(6, 7, 12, 20, 61, 64, 67, 84, 85). 

On the other hand, it appears evident that if human genetics is to 
progress along fresh pathways, the traditional atomistic apj^roach must 
be supplemented by methods which will yield information on the sig- 
nificance of genetic variability without recourse to analysis in teims of 
individual gene substitutions. The beginnings of the new metlmds arc 
perhaps to be found in the ^'arious kinds of twin studies that have been 
undertaken by workers in several fields. l'hc‘se include, of ccnirse, in- 
numerable cjuantitative comparisons of intra-pair dillercnces in mono- 
zygotic and dizygotic twins, studies of separated identical twins, co-twin 
control and concordance-discordance studies with or without investiga- 
tion of sibs and other relatives (13, 91). We refer to these studies as be- 
ginnings, because it is clear that methods of research involving twins 
need to be both elaborated and refined a good deal before they can be 
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expected to yield the kind of information we are after. But we feel that 
twin materials can be and should be exploited more fully and more 
systematically than in the past. 

We return now to the question of the piobablc significance of hered- 
itary components in the development of behavioral patterns. 

In experimental animals, the existence ol polygenes and perhaps of 
major genes which affect tem])cranient and behavioral responses is well 
established. Hall found it possible, through selective bleeding, to estab- 
lish strains of rats differing in aggicssiveness (41); Scott has reported a 
number of diffeiences in social behavioi among diflcient inbred strains 
of house mice (75); Tiyon was sucicsslul in breeding high and low 
ma/e-running abilities, respectively (94), and Heron, in a similar ex- 
periment, lound that he had obtained genetically difteientiatcd strains 
with respect to general activity level and motivation (42). 

It is of course possible, indeed to us it seems probable, that there ex- 
ists in the human species a genetic basis for differentiation in respect to 
analogous organic chives; but w^e think it evtiemely dangerous to press 
the analogy to the point of equating “Iroldness*' in rat behavioi, for 
example, with “boldness” in human behavioi (cf. 63). There very prob- 
ably are in man innate neuro-endo( line \aiiations comparable to those 
which {)iesuniably distinguish “bold” and “shy” rats. But, as Schneirla 
has ably stressed, there are striking qualitative differences betw^een the 
significance of oiganu drives for animals whose interindividual rela- 
tionships are on a pli)siologi(al or a biosocial level, and the implica- 
tions lor human, psschosocial, behavior (73). The aggregate effects of 
lire manilold variables significant for human behavior which are con- 
sequent upon the unicpie lunctronal development ol die human cere- 
bral tor tex must inevitably, vve think, overshadow the effects of any but 
the most extreme organic devititions in neurophysiologic mechanisms. 

The existence of major genes in man which produce extreme neuro- 
physiologic aberrations is, ol course, well established. Examples are the 
genes responsible for most or all cases ol Huntington’s chorea (3, 79), 
Friedreich’s ataxia (80), the infantile (81) .and juvenile (78) forms of 
amaurotic idiocy, phenvlketonuric amentia (69), and a number of other 
severe neurologic conditions. The neuropathologic conditions attribu- 
table to single-gene substitutions, however, are individually of extreme 
.rarity (e.g., the incidence of juvenile an uirotic idiocy is in the neigh- 
borhood of r in 25.000; of phenylketonuria, perhaps i in 40,000) and 
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even in the aggregate they are not sufficiently numerous to have appre- 

ciable significance tor social behavior in general. 

On the other hand^ even within the non-pa thologic range of behav- 
ioral variability in man there is little reason to doubt the existence of 
a considerable diversity of polygenic effects of potential relevance to 
psychosocial responses. But the word potential is extremely important 
here, and we cannot too strongly emphasize the highly contingent na- 
ture of the genetic potentialities we are considering. Thus, it would 
seem safe to assert that diffeiences in skin pigmentation, in physique, 
or in facial conformation, dependent on genotypic differences, may in- 
directly have significant effects upon psychosocial response. The effects 
would be discernible chiefly in extieme cases, when genetically deter- 
mined characteristics in these categories might impair (oi favor) social 
acceptability. The degree of social rejection or acceptance which an in- 
dividual encounteis may in turn inlluencc the course of his personality 
development and ultimately the pattern of his social intcgiation. It 
seems to us obvious that the directioji of this latter influence (whether 
toward submissivencss or aggression, for example), as well as its degiee 
must be contingent upon a multiplicity of still other factors. The char- 
acter and intensity of the indivicluars biogenic needs (which are cjuite 
conceivably in part conditioned by genotypic constitution) as well as 
the availability of satisfactions tor them (which cannot be genoiyj)i(ally 
determined) may be involved; almost certainly, his immediate social 
situation (the status of his family, tor example, and his own status 
within the family) will be significantly implicated. 

Thus the genotype of the individual is subjected to a kind of social 
buffeting throughout his psychosocial development. The course ol the 
development is not a straight line whose direction and ultimate termi- 
nus can be neatly analyzed, by a simple parallelogram ol forces, into 
genetic and environmental components. It appears rather that it must 
be represerrted by a complex series of meanderings, turning and twist- 
ing in response to a variety of social and other influences, all along the 
way. Each inflection marks an effective interaction of environmental in- 
fluences, and if at the appropriate point, the strength ol one or another 
of these influences exceeds some threshold value (which itscll must be a 
function ol all preceding developmental history) this factor may be- 
come critical as a determinant ol certain features of the final pattern. 
According to this concept, genotypic constitution is but one of a large 
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number of factors whose dynamic interactions ultimately establish the 
pattern of the individual’s social relations. Except where genotypic de- 
viations from the noj ni are extreme (as in the cases of major-gene sub- 
stitutions with neuropathologic effects which have been mentioned 
above) we should not expect them to be in any ligid sense deterministic, 
either in diiection or degree, of diffeiences in psychosocial phenotype. 

We think there is some measure of support lor the kind ol concept 
we have just outlined in the obscivatjons ot Newman et al. on monozy- 
gotic twins separated from infancy, which they interpret, perhaps a 
little mechanically, as evidence for the existence of several “levels of 
behavior” (65). 7 hus in one ol Newman’s cases (No. XVIII) the mem- 
bers of a twin pair weie remarkably similar in ])eisonality and tem- 
perament, as well as could be judged both by tests and observation; 
nevertheless, they had adopted very different ways ol life, which in this 
instance w^erc rather clearly related to diileiences in the respective cn- 
vironnients in which they were reared In other cases ^perhaps that de- 
scribed by Muller (58) belongs here) rathei marked personality differ- 
ences appejf4 to ha\e developed between the members of a separated 
pair, whose adaptations to their social group enviionments were never- 
theless similar both in cliaiacter and degree. Wc interpret these ob- 
servations as indicating that environmental dillerences which are criti- 
cal at one level do not necessarily produce divergent responses at an- 
other. 

Well-known observations on the sexual difleientiation of individual 
and social behavior bung support fiom another angle. Within the 
I'ange of non-pathologic vaiiabilU) in the human species, there are 
probably lew genotvpically conditioned Jdlerences in morphology and 
physiology moie striking than those vvJiich distinguish the sexes. As 
Mead especially has shown, however, the social roles ol women may 
actually be reversed 111 different social contexts (54), and even within 
the same society wc find a great diversity ol individual role (in terms of 
behavior socially regarded as sex-conditioned) among the members of 
either genotypic sex. 7 here seems little reason to doubt, in fact, the 
essential plasticity e\cn ol the more immediately biologic (more 
“basic”?) aspects of sexual behavior. Ethnologic evidences bearing on 
the social conditioning of homosexual or ambisexual versus heterosex- 
.ual responses have been adduced by nia..; anthropologists (e.g., 4, 17); 
evidence of another kind may be found in Lange’s single case of pre- 
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sumptively monozygotic twins whose histories of overt sexual behavior 
would seem to place them almost at op|K>site ends of the homosexual- 
heterosexual scale (49); a third line of evidence is to be found in the 
histories of pseudohermaphrodites, in whom the direction of sexual in- 
terests and form of overt sex expression more frequently is consistent 
with the sex they have been brought up to believe they belong to than 
with the sex of their gonads (27). 

The foregoing and similar considerations lead us to conclude that in 
spite of the remarkable diversity of genotypic differences within the 
human species, the plasticity of individual response to the social en- 
vironment is even more remarkable; and that as determinants of social 
roles and attitudes, genetic factors are, on the whole, of very limited 
significance. 

We could end here, were it not for the fact that the animal experi- 
ments of Hall, Tiyon, and others, cited above, have been interpreted by 
some as lending plausibility to an assumption that human races, na- 
tions, or social classes may have become genetically differentiated from 
one another in temperament or behavioral potentialiti(‘s as a conse- 
quence of selection and other evolutionaTy piocesses. Those who es- 
pouse this interpretation point also to the fact that human ethnic 
groups often are significantly differentiated with respect to skin color, 
stature, and other morphologic characteiistics which have a genetic 
basis; why, they ask, is it not likely that they are similarly differentiated 
in physiologic or other characteristics which may aflect their behavior 
as groups? 

Now, it is clear that there is a vast difference between the popiilatiori 
dynamics of laboratory animals mated according to their l)recder*s 
choice, and natural populations such as are appioximatcci by racial and 
other groups in man. Drastic selection, such as was piaciiced by I'ryon 
and by Hall would be expected to result in the accumulation of a large 
number of polygenes favoring the characters selected for in the re- 
spective strains. Differentiation of the stocks studied by Scott did not 
result from selection, but was a consequence of close inbreeding, which 
is the most rapid way of producing genetically homogenous strains dif- 
fering in their residual (i.e., polygenic) heredity. Close inl)reeding is 
not, and as far as we know, never has been characteristic of the human 
s[>ecies. 

The basic question here, then, is whether the processes of biologic 



GENETIC VARIABILITY 69 

evolution in human populations have been of such a nature as to per- 
mit or encourage racial differentiation of the type suggested. 

Current genetic theories regarding the evolution of biologic races 
(theories which are almost daily receiving fresh substantiation from 
field and laboratory observations) recogni/e selection and genetic drift 
as two ol the processes whit h may be involved, in varying degrees under 
varying circumstances, in establishing racial diffeicntiation. Other proc- 
esses, such as migration, h)biidi/ation and, more rarely, mutation 
pressure are also liighly relevant, and may on occasion assume para- 
mount impoitance; but their consideration here w^ould not affect the 
main tenor of the argument (24, 28, 35, 46, 76, 103). 

Genetic drift comprises the random shifts in gene frequencies which 
may occur as a cumulative result of the sampling fluctuations inherent 
in the rnendelian mechanism. 1 he implications of the process have been 
extensively analyzed by Sewall Wright (103; see also 51; an elementary 
treatment ol the princijrles involved will be found in 88). 

In a small population, a gene which is present initially in only a 
few individuals may, in the course of a large number of generations 'in- 
crease in tiei|ucnc) through genetic drift until it is found in most or 
all members of the population; the same process, alternatively, can re- 
sult in a reduction ol the frequerrey ol the gene, 01 even in its complete 
elimination from the group in question. In small populations, where 
genetic drill tends to dominate evolutional y changes in gene frequency, 
selection, unless quite intense, is virtually without effect. In larger 
populations, where selection may become a major factor in determining 
the course of evolution, the effects ol genetic drift become negligible. It 
appears that a good deal ol the early racial difleientiation of man (and 
of many other animals) may have occurred in mutualb isolated popu- 
lations of small si/e (perhaps a few score or a few hundred individuals). 
Under these circumstances, differentiation in gen*" frequencies at a 
large number of loci would be expected to occur. Subsecpiently, if indi- 
vidual populations underwent considerable expansion (as they ap- 
parently did in some cases) the relative gene frequencies existent at the 
time of the expansion would tend to be preserved in the case of genes 
ivith approximately neutral effects fiom the standpoint of selection, i.e., 
effects which neither impair nor improve viability, fertility, etc. Major 
genes whose effects involve slight selective disadvantages could also be- 
* come disseminated through large ethnic groups in similar fashion, pro- 
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vidcd the entire population, while it was still numerically small, had 
become completely homozygous for these genes through genetic drift, 
i.e., more technically, if the genes in question had become fixed in the 
population prior to its expansion. The observed distribution of such 
genes as those determining the various blood groups, taste-blindness, 
color-blindness, etc., in different racial groups can in large part be 
explained on these principles; and it is possible that the distribution of 
striking physical discontinuities (e.g., stature difference between the 
pygmies and neighboring groups) may be similarly explicable. 

More generally, alter exj^ansion of small populations into large ones, 
genes whose effects confer selective advantage or disadvantage on their 
possessors would fend to have their fiequencics increased or decreased 
accordingly by natural selection. It is quite possible that the widespread 
presence of dark pigmentation in most Negioid, and some Caucasoid, 
races is to be accounted for in this fashion. 

Phenotypic differentiation (whether in the morphologic or physio- 
logic sense) in characteristics whose variability is chiefly dependent on 
polygene differences would seem rather less likely to result from genetic 
drift than differentiation in characters contingent on major genes, be- 
cause the effects of indi\idual polygenes appeal to be in laige part mu- 
tually interchangeable (53, p. 17). Thus, while genetic drift might well 
lead to the accumulation of diffeicnt constellations of polygenes in 
different populations, the relative proportions of loci occupied by 
genes with plus and minus effects, respectively, on any giv<iii character 
more often than not should tend to be about the same from one popu- 
lation to the next. If gcnfctic drift should lead to differentiation in 
polygenically determined charactciistics, the differentiation would not 
have an appreciable likelihood of persisting aitei the populations ex- 
panded, unless it should then be maintained by selection: evolution- 
ary changes in characteristics whose vaiiabiliiy is polygenically deter- 
mined are essentially more reversible than changes in chaiac teiistics 
which arc contingent on major genes, because of the improbability of 
complete fixation through genetic drift of genes affecting the same 
character at a very large number of loci. 

This leaves us witli only the hypothesis that more or less fixed tenden- 
cies toward diffeicnt kinds of behavioral response might have evolved 
in different racial gioups through natural selection. This would require 
that certain types of behavior had adaptive value (selective advantage) 
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in some populations while different types of behavior were favored by 
selection in others. But change in the genetic composition of a popula- 
tion through natural selection is an excessively slow process, especially 
in the case of polygenic systems concerned with characteristics whose 
expression is sensitive to environmental influences (35, 60). Its rate 
would usually have to be measured in teims of tens or hundieds of 
thousands of years, rather than in teims of centuries or millcnia; and it 
seems highly improbable that tendencies toward fixity of response in 
any type of social behavior have ever had persistent adaptive value in a 
human population. 

As Dobzhansky and Montagu have pointed out, there are two general 
ways in which adaption to environment has been achieved through 
evolution (25; cl. 73, 76). One is thiough the selection of ever more 
precise specializations which fit the oiganism to cope with specific en- 
vironmental situations; the other is thiough the development of in- 
creasingly plastic lesponsiveness to any of a variety of environmental 
situations. Adaptation through the evolution of structural specializa- 
tions and genetic fixity of behavioi is most conspicuously exemplified in 
the insects. AuapUilion involving the preservation of relatively gen- 
eralized structures such as the human hand, which can be put to a 
variety of uses, and plasticity of lesponsiveness, permitting adjustment 
to a variety of situations, has been stiikingly characteristic of the hu- 
man species. 

The forms of human society which mankind has developed in the 
course of its hisioiy as a species have been vaiied in the extreme, Dob- 
zhansky and Montagu also remind us, and in terms of evolutionary 
time, they have succeeded one another with considerable rapidity. Even 
in any one social organization, flexibility ol behavioral adjustment to 
different situations is likely to have had a selective advantage over any 
tendency toward stereotyped reactions. Eoi it is difficult to conceive of 
any human social organization in which plasticity of lesponse, as re- 
flected by ability to profit from experience (that is, by intelligence) and 
by emotional and temper amental resilience, would not be at a premium 
and therefore favored by natural selection. It therefore seems to us 
highly improbable that any significant genetic differentiation in respect 
to particular response patterns, personality types, temperaments, or in- 
tellectual capacities among different populations or races has occurred 
in the history of human evolution (cf. 56). 
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The conclusion reached above applies equally, of course, to sub- 
divisions of human populations, such as socio-economic levels and the 
like. The fact that rcfeience is frequently made to “supeiioi storks" or 
“superior strains" in human society (with the implication that they may 
be found in all nations, races, classes) calls for some comment. In the 
first place, as might be inlened from facts regarding gene action which 
were presented in the early part ol this chapter, the terms “superior" 
and “inferior" cannot reasonably be applied lo genotypes imless the 
emfironment m which they ate to develop is speiified. This is clearly 
evident even on the level of physiological behavior: Guernsey cows 
pastured on their nati\e island yield 8 or 9 gallons ol milk daily; on 
the same pasturage, scrub cattle imported liom Alrica yield only about 
three gallons. If both breeds arc reared in the Ahican bush country, 
however, the )ield ol the Guernseys drops to zero, while the Alrican 
cows continue to produce a gallon or two of milk a day. It is clearly 
impossible to designate either breed as superior in any absolute sense. 
Other types of interaction between genotype and environment involve 
similar difficulties for defining “superiority" and “inlerior ity" (37, 38). 
A further and ecpiall) strong objection to the e\pressions (juoted con- 
cerns the lack ol precision (coupled with misleading ccrnnotations) in 
the words “stocks" and “strains." To the laboratory geneticist, these 
terms ha\e rather exact meanings. They ate usually qualified b) the 
adjective “isogenic," or some comparable expression, or else the (|uahfi- 
cation is understood. In laboratory usage, the terms imply complete 01 
vety nearly complete o^enettc homogeneity. Ter the animal breeder', the 
term stock or strain has a somewhat less exact meaning, but c*irries 
similar implications, it usually connotes high degree ol unilormit\ ol 
pattern, etc., among individuals in the stock, and a modc‘iate to high 
degree ol genetic homogeneity. Now genetic homcjgeneity is something 
which can be measured, at least in part. Its degree is usually expressed 
in terms ol Wright's coefficient ol relationship (100). 'I'his coefficient 
applied to a breed ol animals, lot example, gives the average prerb- 
ability, for pairs ol animals chosen at random, that any gi\en gene will 
be present in both of them through inheritance from a common an- 
cestor. It can also be interpreted as giving the average fraction ol all 
genes shared in common by the members of pairs chosen at random 
from the breed, by virtue of common ancestry. For reason^ we cannot 
go into here, the coefficient of relationship is usually an underestimate 
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of genetic homogeneity when applied to livestock. The scale of the 
coefficient can perliaps be appreciated from the fact that its value is 
unity for pairs of identical twins, 0.50 for sibs, 0.125 fi**®*^ cousins, 

and .031 for second cousins. The average coefficient of relationship for 
an isogenic strain of Drosophila, or for a stock of mice which has been 
derived from 18 or more generations of brother-sister mating is well 
over 0.95, i.e., the individual members of such a strain or stock are very 
nearly identical in genotype. Average coelficients of relationship in 
livestock breeds range as high as 0.40, but mostly appear to be much 
lower. Referring to these breeds (or to individual herds, which arc 
likely to have greater genetic homogeneity than the bleed as a whole) 
as stocks or strains is justified as implying at least that there is genetic 
identity at a number of loci which contain genes determining the breed 
characters. Reference to current descendants of Jonathan Edwards or 
of the Wedgewood-Darwin families as a strain or stock is not justified 
on this basis, and can hardly have any meaning at »11 unless some 
estimate is made of the degree of genetic homogeneity among theiji. 

Questions -'f the evolutionary effects ot selection on the one hand, 
and of the identification of “superior stocks^ and “inferior stocks^ on 
the other, have pertinence to the widely publicized allegations that the 
civilized world (Great Britain and America, at least) is facing a down- 
ward evolutionary trend in a\erage test intelligence (11, 14, 92). VV^hat- 
ever may have been the nature of selective processes in the past, accord- 
ing to these alligations, fertility dilTercntials today are such that w'e 
must anticipate a decline of from one to four points l.Q. per generation 
in the average intelligence level of the population. Those who maintain 
this thesis appear to be lairly convinced, n'.oreover, that the predicted 
decline will involve genotypic, and not merely phenot;]dc, deteriora- 
tion. 

The earlier arguments in support of the theory of the declining l.Q. 
were based on observed socio-economic differentials in average l.Q. 
level and reproductive rate, respectively. These arguments have largely 
been abandoned, for the simple reason that the assumptions which they 
involved were soon seen to be unsubstantiable (cf. 66). Currently, those 
who maintain the thesis that intelligence is declining base their pre- 
dictions on what they believe is evidence of a negative association be- 
tween test intelligence and fertility which ♦ppears to them to be at least 
partly independent of socio-economic stratification. The actual data on 
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which this belief is founded, however, show merely that there is a 
negative correlation between the test intelligence of children and the 
number of their sibs. That the relation between intelligence and fertil- 
ity need not parallel this becomes self-evident when we consider the 
fact that mental defectives of imbecile and idiot grades, whatever may 
be the average size of the sibships in which they occur, are themselves 
almost completely infertile. A valid argument that fertility differentials 
are such as to result in phenotypic selection favoring low test intelli- 
gence must, then, show that any negative regression of fertility on I.Q. 
over one portion of the I.Q. range is not compensated by a regression 
of opposite sign in another part of the range. 

It seems to us quite conceivable that fertility differentials could 
be such as to produce a rather rapid phenotypic change of average test- 
intelligence level m either direction from one generation to the next. 
But in any case, no prediction of phenotypic change based on re- 
production differentials would be valid if it failed to consider general 
trends in environmental conditions which might tend to raise (or 
lowei) test intelligence throughout all levels of the population. Wheel- 
er's report (97) of a lo-point increase in average I.Q. among samples 
taken only ten years apart in I'ennessee mountain communities suggests 
that trends of this character may have effects which it would be unsafe 
to ignore. It is of interest to note that the recently ])ublished results 
of the second (1917) scries of tests in the elaborate Scottish survey 
initiated in 1932 indicate that over the 15-year interval involved the 
average test-intelligence Jevcl in the population studied has possibly 
shown a slight improvement, and has certainly not declined (55). 

To admit the conccivability that phenotypic changes in population 
I.Q. may occur with some raj>idity, however, is not to concede that 
genotypic changes are likely to occur with comparable speed. The pro- 
tagonists of the declining intelligence theory appear to be persuaded 
that phenotypic selection (acting through fertility differentials at differ- 
ent I.Q. levels), if it exists, must have a rather direct effect on the 
genotypic composition of the population. The belief seems to rest 
ultimately on the well-established correlation in I.Q. between parent 
and child; and it appears to involve a rather elementary confusion of 
correlation with causation. The potential genetic effects ot the kind of 
selection which has been postulated cannot, in fact, be envisaged ex 
cept on the foundation of some causal hypothesis. 
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We cannot pretend to any detailed knowledge of the conditions 
which determine human fertility; but it seems to us fairly evident that, 
in general, the limiting factors are social lather than biologic. There 
appears also to be evidence that lactois in the social environment which 
encourage fertility are broadly the same as, or intimately related to, 
those which tend to depress the phenotypic development of high test 
intelligence in many, if not all, genotyjjcs. If this is the case, it should 
be obvious that fertility differentials will have minimal effect on the 
frequencies ol genotypes which may conceivably be involved in deter- 
mining different innate potentialities foi intelligence test |>eitormance. 
Alternatively, we might hypothesize that factois in the social environ- 
ment which stimulate fertility do not appreciably militate against 
optimal expression ol genetic potentialities for intelligence-test per- 
formance. On this hypothesis we might expect that the postulated 
phenotypic selection would favor systematic alterations in genotype 
frequencies; but we think that the hypothesis is latlier impiobablc. 

One might legitimately ask what all of this means for the jirospects pf 
future human evolution. Does it imply that the human species has 
ceased to evolve in the biologic sense, or peihaps even that further 
evolution, either piogtessive or retrogiessive, is impossible? 1 he answer 
is largely a matter ol time scales. The eat best fossil piimates aic found 
in strata that aic approximately 70,000,000 yeais old. The earliest 
known anthropoid is placed at about 40,000,000 years ago, although in 
view of the sketchiness ol the piimate fossil lecoid, the Anthiopoidca 
may be consideiably older than this (16). 

The fossil recoid, then, indicates that an inteival of some 40,000,000 
years elapsed between the time that the fust anthropoid apjieaicd and 
the emergence of Homo sapiens. It is estimated that the human species 
has existed for a quaiter ol a million to half a million years, and it 
appears to have undergone little 01 no alteiation, in skeletal paits at 
least, during that time; one would haidly expect that human evolution 
in the biologic sense would pioceed veiy lapidly on a merely liistoric 
time scale. On the other hand, the whole ol human social evolution has 
occupied only a micioscopic liaction of the geologic time scale, but it is 
hardly probable, either on iheoietic giounds or on the basis of in- 
ferences from human history and archeology, that the biologic basis of 
human abilities or behavioral potcntialiiw's, whatevei these terms may 
mean, has appreciably changed duiing this period. 
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Nevertheless, enormous changes have taken place in the last 5000 
years, and even in the last 500 years, in human social organization, in 
man's control over phenomena in the world about him and, to some 
extent, over his own peisonal resources. It should be evident from what 
we have said that we regard Galton’s golden dream of man directing 
the course of his own biologic evolution as an eventuality not likely to 
be realizable within the very near luture. Haldane suggests that it is a 
possibility, but he is convinced that the knowledge of past evolution, of 
genetics, and of cytology necessary lor accomplishing it would con- 
siderably exceed the entire body of scientific knowledge on which our 
present civilization is based (40). If this seems to some a counsel of 
pessimism, to us it seems precisely the reverse. We have seen evidence 
of the enormous constructive potentialities existing in the human 
species as it is today and as it has been, biologically, lor some time. 
'We have ample reason to believe that mankind is not, either indi- 
vidually or collectively, utilizing these potentialities to anywhere near 
their full extent. We believe, therefore, that even with its present ge- 
netic composition, the human species has before it enormous possibili- 
ties for further advance. We see no evidences of a decline in the hered- 
itary “quality" of 0111 species; and we arc convinced that if mankind 
goes to the dogs within the next ten or twenty centuries it is far more 
likely to do so as a result of inexcusable bungling in the management 
of social relationships than as a consecjuence of genetic detciioration. 
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INTRODUCTION: NATURE OF THE 
'LEVELS" CONCEPT 

Individual^’ nnd groups in the animal woild may be thought of as 
being nioie or less advanced with respect to one or moic scries of dif- 
ferent but lelaied stages. Such a concept, winch concerns the theory 
of "levels,’' may afloid a useliil and cliective way in which to evaluate 
both the biological and ps)chologi(al piopcities of individuals and the 
psychological piopeities of individuals and groups (Needham, 1929; 
Woodger, 1929; P.eclfield, 19 12). 

Organisms of difleieni ty}:>es exist undei similar or widely diflerent 
conditions. Even the "same" conditions may be met in terms of very 
different adjustment patterns in chfleicnt gionps. toi the student of 
social phenomena it is impoitant to know what similauties and what 
diflcrcnces may underlie the adaptations ol both solitaiy and collec- 
tive organisms ol chfleicnt types in their icspcctivc settings. Widely dif- 
ierent scientific opinions aie cncountcied on this cpiestion. Some are 
inclined to believe that the similaiitics ol the "lowest" and "highest" 
oigaiiisms have been undei estimated (e.g., Chauvin, 19 p), others take 

1 riie wiiters field and laboratoiy investigations upon ccitain phases of group 
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a grant from the Committee on Piobicms in Sex, ‘'national Research Council, to the 
Dcpaitmenl of Animal Behavioi, Ameiitan Museum of Natuial History. 
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the view that vast and inescapably significant differences exist (e.g., 
Maier and Schneirla, 1935). 

Metaphysical Devices in Characterizing Functional Levels 

Although the writer has discussed the more philosophical aspects 
of this problem elsewhere (Schneiila, 1949), one question will bear 
consideration here. One of the most trammeling habits in tiaditional 
studies ol individual and society is the tendency to characterize com- 
plex phenomena in the simple terms of some metaphoi ical expression. 
Thus organized community functions aie conceptualized on the insect 
level by Maeteilink as “spirit of the hive“ and on the human level by 
McDougall as “group mind." A fallacy of metaphor is inherent in such 
naming. The conceptual term is so reified that functional chaiactcristics 
of the phenomenon, which represent pioblems demanding investiga- 
tion, are viewed as aspects of some vaguely generalized entity and are 
thereby held as alieady explained. Proceduie in studying the phenom- 
enon thereby becomes descriptive, and analytical, comparative investi- 
gation becomes superfluous. 

The tendency to analogize individual and society is strong, and opens 
the way for irresponsible ethrrocentric and subjective projections on 
the part of the individual who chooses the analogies. "I hus, once 
Strecker (r94o) has found the “mass rrrind" paranoic, it follows for him 
that world society must be saved by small elite groups of superior in- 
tellects, presumably participants in a non-paranoic mirrd* Analogies 
may be useful, of course, for introductory, pedagogical purposes, to 
emphasize and stress the characteristics of the phenonrena under study. 
Certainly, lor. example, a most dramatic poiirt is made when nervous 
conduction in an individual is analogized with comrrrunicatiorr rrt a 
social group. Events ate no less dramatic wherr someone like Gocbbels 
takes the analogy seriously, and sets himself up as the social neocortex 
sending out impulses to the spinal sub-groups of society. Concern about 
the scientific adequacy of theoretical procedures is excluded when 
analogical devices are relied upon uncritically in studying adaptive 
processes. 

It would seem necessary to develop the central conceptual terms in 
our study of individual and society in accordance with scientific stand- 
ards of reliability and validity, recognizing that analogy is only intro- 
ductory and illustrative and possesses no inherent dependability as a 
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means of understanding the nature of individual and of group. Since 
the time H. Spencer seriously analogized human society as an organism, 
wide advances have been made both in biology and psychology which 
reveal the misleading character of this metaphor (Schneirla, 1946, 1949). 
Perhaps the most important risk inherent in this analogy is that it 
distracts attention from the extent to which a social group, composed of 
individuals, develops properties of its own that are not realizable within 
an organism considered as unit. 

Views such as “siipi aorganism" (Emerson, 1939, 1942), are reduction- 
istic from their inherent implication that the physiological integration 
and interaction of the cells, tissues, anti organs in an organism are some- 
how qualitatively equivalent to the interactions of individuals and of 
sub-groups in a society. In contrast, on the principle of levels, we recog- 
nize the necessity for constructing an appropriate new set of concepts 
when qualitatively distinctive functions are encountered. Thus, the 
alternative postulation to the supraorganismic interpretation is that the 
biology of the organism and the biology and psychology of individuaj 
and of group represent phenomenal levels which may be similar and 
even related to some extent but which possess important qualitative 
differences. 

"Levels" as Differentiated Adaptive Systems 

The levels concept postulates the existence of intra-organic and or- 
ganic systems of phenomena which are comparable in their evolution 
and ontogenetic function but which also exhibit significant qualitative 
differences and in some important sense may be described as related but 
distinctive stages. Considered as surviving adaptive systems, the viruses, 
indei>endent unicellular organisms, colonial organisms, metazoan or- 
ganisms, and sub-social and social groups of different kinds, may be 
studied as members of a hierarchy of related functional systems in 
which basic relationships are present in very different settings of special 
functional properties and functional patterns (Woodger, 1929; Red- 
field, 1942; Novikoff, 1945). The expansion and development of each 
system represents not only a different condition of internal complexity, 
but, more important, a very different stage of qualitative integrity, 
marked by a capacity of the higher systems to function adaptively under 
njore inclusive and more heterogeneous and variable surrounding con- 
ditions. A group or society, for example, has the advantage over an 
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individual in adaptive resourcefulness in that it more freely plays multi- 
ple roles in space and in time. Hence groups and societies on the whole 
represent qualitatively superior systems in adaptive function. 

In abstract terms, perhaps the most important qualitative similarity 
among surviving functional levels is that they are all more or less 
adaptive, presumably in basically related ways in some respects, in 
basically unrelated ways in others. What conditions may make for the 
survival or extinction of a system is obviously an important considera- 
tion for our entire discussion. Their most important differences evi- 
dently arise in their degrees of plasticity under conditions of environ- 
mental emergency and their properties for admitting opportune and 
well-integrated changes in the characteristic patterns. In order to evalu- 
ate the adaptive adequacy of a whole system, however, it is necessary to 
proceed from the objective fact of relatively successful environmental 
adjustment to an examination of the internal make-up or organization 
which is evidently responsible lor the functional characters in ques- 
tion. 


CHARACTERISTICS OF LEVELS AND 
THEIR INTERRELATIONSHIPS 

Internal Organization and Resemblances of Levels 

Implicit in the concept of levels is the assumption that, in adaptive 
systems representing qualitatively inferior or superior stages, the part- 
processes exhibit important differences in their mutuattnterrelation- 
ships and in their various relationships with the inclusive aggregate. 
First of all. this brings up a fundamental question in the interrelation- 
ship of different levels; the cpiestion whether, as Collias (1944) states, 
“integrated systems at one level of organi/atiori may themselves be units 
of a more inclusive grouping. . . This might be the simplest basis for 
a relationship among levels, except that the objective world does not 
appear to function in the way implied. 

Actually, when a part-pi ocess of a higher level resembles a “whole” 
of some lower level, it is likely at the same time to have a qualitative 
uniqueness by virtue of the setting in which it is incorporated (rather, 
has become incorporated through elaboration in dex/eLipment and 
growth) in the superior system. In other words, to say that evolutionary 
doctrine implies that higher integrative levels are derivatives of lower 
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levels does not mean that “lower wholes" are repeated as such, as units, 
in the higher systems. 

Two very different examples are: (i) the “cell" that has grown into 
relationship with an organismic matrix is not the same kind of func- 
tioning system as the independent, unicellular (rather, acellular) organ- 
ism which may be loosely designated a “cell"; (2) there exists no such 
entity as “instinctive man" or “emotional man" consideied as “animal 
nature" with a “cortical component" overlaid. A component function- 
ing as a closely meshed unit in an organismic whole, or an individual 
organism functioning in a group, is qualitatively very different from the 
same component or individual when alone. The point here is that the 
concepts “whole" and “unit" as concepts actually are only abstract con- 
veniences to be consideied as picliminary devices in the study of adap- 
tive systems. It is unfortunate that they can be very misleading. 

Part and Whole as Relative in the Study or Organization 

We may think of adaptive systems as physical, biological, biopsychp- 
logical, psychological, sub-social and social. In a sense, these may be 
regarded as overlapping and interrelated adaptive stages. In evaluating 
and comparing their icspectivc conditions ot oiganization, it is often 
necessaiy to study parts 01 part-pioccsses intensively as though they 
existed separately from the an hole. This piocedure is methodologically 
and theoretically sound only if it is combined appiopnatcly with an 
investigation of ihe pattern as a whole. It is necessary to bear in mind 
that the “part" is only an abstiaction and that the concept of parts as 
isolated units is paiadoxical and unieal. As Sloane (1915) has suggested, 
our preoccupation with the pait 01 unit as isolated niav be considered 
a derivative of our folkways and socialized thought-patterns which con- 
ceptualize the individual as an independent object making social con- 
tacts. 

From the failure of “atomistic" theoiics in biology and social psy- 
chology we learn, on the contiaiy, that the pait functions or units may 
be adequately conceiituali/ed only in view of their relations to and their 
dependence iqjon the wholes to which they belong. Actuall), an atomis- 
tic conception of adaptive systems seems most adequate on the lowest 
organic levels, in which the “whole" (e.g., a sponge) may be described 
with a measure of validity as not only a moiphological but also a func- 
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tional sum of its parts. E\eii here, however, the view becomes false and 
misleading if carried \eiy far in a functional study of the whole. It is 
inevitably less and less applicable to the understanding of progressively 
higher lc^els. 

Preliminary Comparison of Individual, Association, 

and Social Group 

The ineta/oan anccstial lot ms which weie picsumably first differen- 
tiated from piotozoan oiganisins aie concei\able as hollow masses of 
flagellated cells among which functional dillerenccs appealed, opening 
the way for specialized pioi^erties of the wdiole in nutrition and in 
locomotion (Hyman, 1931). In the couise of e\olution, further vcisatil- 
ity of the wdiole appeared wath additional differentiations among com- 
ponent parts, and at the same time with greater dependence and 
interconnection among the parts. With such changes, the organic unity 
imposed upon the mass through growth and division was supplemented 
by an increasingly complex and qualitatively superior functional unity. 
Living sponges, which arc essentially colonies of growth-aggregated in- 
dividuals having onh a limited neuioid-mechanical transmission sys- 
tem, are decidedly more limited in the scope, variety, and orientation of 
their activities than is a jelhlisli, in which diversified parts are unified 
functionally through a simple nerve-net system. Behavior of the sponge 
as an aggregate is little more than a summaled action of individual 
parts or chimneys, with a virtual absence of diversified jrat^eiris of func- 
tion, whereas rn the insect one observes a variety of behavior patterns 
smoothlv performed in a Well-co-ordinated fashion by a w^ell-iiitegiated 
individual. The advances in whole lunction were gained through 
greater intra-individual specialization coupled with a wider range of 
interrelationship among individual units, and the correlative reduction 
of autononi) and of lunctronal independence in the components. 

A contrast of colonial organism arrd metazoan organrsm is not to be 
taken a pumi as a direct jrarallel of a contrast between social group 
and individual. The first pair rejriesents dillerent kinds of organic 
aggregates, all appearing through growth from a basic form, possessing 
in the metazoan organism a closer physiological interrelationship of the 
components. Sub-social aggregates (c.g., “associations”) did not appear 
through the internal speci.dizaticjii of an arrcesiral unit-type, but 
through the assembling cjf individuals which in the most generalizecl 
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associations became incidental pans of one another's environments by 
virtue of generalized propeitics. Jn contiast, in the moie specialized 
social groups, individuals began to be envnonmcntal necessities of one 
another. Even wider and nioie important dilierences aie found between 
organism and social group in the relation ot the part to the aggregate. 
Study of individual variations through the animal series is in a sense 
prcpaiatoiy for the study of social oigani/ation, but not in the sense 
that intraorganic relationships are directly patallcl to those of animal 
groups. 

PREREQUISITES FOR ADVANCED ORGANIZATION 
IN INDIVIDUAL AND GROUP 

Discaidiiig the analogy of individual and group on theoretical 
grounds does not mean that we turn awa) fioin the study of individuals 
in their group settings. Rather, we gain theieby a healthy skepticism 
concerning attempts to find common jninciples which will hold for 
part-to-wholc relations in both individual and group situations. It 
seems clear <^hat in the scientific stud) of individual and social group 
the problem of organization must be approached b) different although 
not entirely indcjrendent methods. We may expect to find that advances 
in integration liave different piercc|uisitcs m individuals, considered as 
a series of adaptive types, than in groups. 

Individual Properties Underlie Group Functional Pattern 

An intiiguing picture is presented by studies of progressive organiza- 
tion in individuals through the animal seiies. The morphological basis 
may be sketched somewhat as follows: in the lower nutazoan inverte- 
brates (e.g., jellyfish), there fust appear various patterns uf radial sym- 
metry hr structure, with interchanging doininance-suboidination rcla- 
lionshij)S among the jrarts in physiological function and behavior. 
There next appear (c.g., in llatwoims) patterns of bilateral symmetry 
and cephalization (anteroposterior polarity), a condition which ad- 
mits stable patterns of physiological function and behavior. The radi- 
ally symmetrical tyjrcs have generalized nervous centers ot limited 
properties; a “braiir” or clearly domiirant center first develops with bi- 
lateral symmetry, as an efficient transmitter from sensiiive anterior 
Regions (e.g., in earthworms). In the art!.' rpods and especially in the 
insects it has also become a co-ordinator, while the co-ordinating effi- 
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ciency of the nervous system as a whole is on the increase. With the ap- 
pearance of cerebral cortex, in the higher vertebrates, the controlling 
function of the brain reaches its highest point, the co-ordination of 
parts and the unity of the organism are at their maximum in the ani 
mal series. I’hese characteristics roughly set the limits of individual 
attainment and the pattern and qualitative level of intra-individual 
organization, hence are correlated with differences in the psychological 
level ol the individual organism (Maier and Schneirla, 1935). 

Those properties of individual organisms which set limits for the 
level of individual behavioral capacity also are among the factors in- 
volved in setting the qualifications of individuals, as wholes, for par- 
ticipation in group situations — considered as wholes of qualitatively 
different types. We arc concerned here with what individual properties 
influence the kind of group pattern which emeiges. Perhaps the most 
significant organic factor conditioning the qualitative level of the social 
pattern is the extent to which the central nervous system has developed. 
In the lower invertebrate organisms, capable only of temporary behav- 
ior changes largely involving peripheral sensory and motor processes 
(e.g., coelentcrates), the persistence of more than the simplest type of 
group through active individual responses is hardly to be expected. The 
capacity for conditioning and stereotyped learning evidently contrib- 
utes to the persistent integrity ol groups in insects, but on the other 
hand, it is subordinate to the stereotyped mechanisms insuring inter- 
individual responsiveness which predominate in the insects (Schneirla, 
1946). It is difficult with our present knowledge to discern precisely 
what organic and functional chaiac tcrisiics contribute to the presence 
of social life on different animal levels and what characters influence 
variations in its toim. I’he fact seems to be that oiganic maturation 
makes somewhat similar but also very difterent contributions on differ- 
ent levels, in both of these respects. Differences in the potential capac- 
ity to learn must be involved in very dilleient ways, both setting limits 
upon the elaboration ol organization and upon its relative plasticity in 
different animals. 

In a preliminary way, the speculation may be advanced that a social 
pattern which is dominated by specific and reflexively stereotyped or- 
ganic mechanisms must have definite qualitative limitations. Insect so- 
cial patterns are an example. On the other hand, when individual ca; 
pacities for perceptual development and learning through experience 
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are greater (e.g., in primates), the social pattern may not only gain in 
complexity and in stages of organization within a species, but also be- 
come more versatile and more vaiiable according to conditions. The 
relative plasticity of the social pattern in relation to new emergencies 
presented by the environment would appear to depend particularly 
upon the extent to which a capacity for conditioning and learning can 
modify the influence of specific organic factors underlying social be- 
havior. Group comparisons on this basis afTfjrd an advantageous aj> 
proach to tlie understanding of levels in social patterning. 

Individual Properties Limiting the Level of Group Function 

It is apparent that the characteristic cuganic and psychological quali- 
fications of the component individuals must basically condition the na- 
tuie of the social structure attainable by tlic s])ecies. Jn the lower ani- 
mals the individual functional contributions aie more or less uniform 
for the species, hence the sjiecies social pattern is highly predictable 
under the species-typical enviionmental conditions. Although in such 
cases individ’nl capacities limit gioiip function more rigidly than in 
higher forms, for reasons suggested above, group function even then is 
not to be considered a simple aggiegate or sum of individual compo- 
nents. However limited the individuals may be, biologically and psy- 
chologically, every group pattern must be regarded as the product of 
components functioning in a system, lo understand the level of or- 
ganization, it is evident that its dynamic propeities must be examined 
under conditions which are sufficiently varied to reveal representative 
properties of the pattern. 

The complexity of group 1 unction and its adaptive adequacy are not 
necessarily dependent upon super ioi individual capacities in the psy- 
chological sense. To take what may be a somewhat extreme example, 
the behavior of certain aimy-ant species in their mass raids under for- 
est conditions is arna/ingly complex, and the observer might well be led 
by the sight of highly adaptive collective maneuvers to an exaggerated 
estimation of the level of beJravioral capacities of individuals function- 
ing in the raid. Analvsis of the complex function, how^ever, shows that 
the workers themselves are capable of only very simple leactions, which 
within the progressively more complex group situations of daily raids 
^carried out in a heterogeneous forest cnvijonment, can result in a seem- 
ingly very intelligent social strategy. In a homogeneous action setting. 



92 


T. C. SCHNEIRLA 


however, with the possibility of progiessive developmental stages ex- 
cluded through smaller numbers of participants, the group either is 
virtually unorganized or is limited to a simple milling phenomenon 
(Schnciila, 1944). 

SIMILARITIES AND DIFFERENCES AMONG 
ANIMAL SOCIAL PATTERNS 

Outstanding Similarities Between Insect and Mammalian Societies 

One of the most common sources ol analogies in animal societies is 
that between insect and mammalian societies. In the hands oi Emerson 
(1938, 1942) this procedure has ad\anced to a serious and specialized 
stage at which analogies are offered as a means of scientific ally studying 
the respective social phenomena, and the piocess is extended to include 
individual organisms. Some of the outstanding analogies aie as follows: 

1. Comrnunication within the whole. Within the individu.d organ- 
ism, nervous impulses from one locality arouse other localities to a si- 
multaneous action, or hoimones tiansmitted through the blood stieam 
co-ordinate the action of scpaiate oigans 01 systems. "J he insect com- 
munity is aroused through the piopagation ol excitement horn indi- 
vidual to individual, foi example, excited teimite soldieis lap then 
heads lepeatedly against wooden gallery walls, tiansmitting a \ibia- 
tory effect which arouses othei indi\iduals close by 01 at a distance. An 
ant excites her nest mates thiough antennal vibrations, a man sends a 
message by telegraph, arousing certain distant individuals to action. 

2. Division of laboi. 1 he differentiation ol gametes and somatic cells 
in individual organisms is analogi/ed to the piescnce ol lei tile individ- 
uals and infertile woikeis in insect societies, the tiansmission of lood 
by infeitile insect woikers may be anaJogi/ecl to the lunct.oti ol cells in 
an individuars gastiovasculai tiact. The woiker and soldier castes ol 
insect colonies may be compared with the various strata or castes in 
human society. 

3. Rhythms, life (ydes. The individuals of many animal loims jno- 
ducc their gametes at fairly legular inteivals in a ic*cogni/able ihythm, 
social insects charactei istically produce then sexual ioims scason.illy. 
The life cycle of birth, development, and senescence in an individual 
organism is paralleled in social insects by colony foundation, expan- 
sion, and degeneration. 

4. Phylogeny in organism and superoygamsm. Many biologists be- 
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sides Emerson believe that similarities such as those outlined above 
afford a valuable basis for studying the nature of organisms and social 
groups. From their point ol view, essentially the same biological proc- 
esses have been involved in the evolution of individual organism and 
of social group considered as supraorganism. Natural selection is re- 
garded as having been involved in closeJy comparable ways in the evo- 
lution ol individual and of group; that is to say, individuals or groups 
have been eliminated in an equivalent fashion whenever the internal 
processes of the system have been maladaptive to a sufficient extent. 

To be sure, the assumption that selection has worked comparably in 
the evolution of individual and of gioiip at different phyletic levels has 
been utilized as a theoretical tool by nuiiierous biologists (e.g., Fisher, 
1930). On the other hand, this preliminary, trial conception of evolu- 
tionary processes at different levels is now opposed by evidence indicat- 
ing that natural selection frequently has different properties for the in- 
dividual organism than for the social group (Simpson, 1949). The bold 
deductive leaps of analogy certainly afford a stimulating set of devices 
for general and preliminary (omparisons, but do not call attention to 
important differences among organism and group levels. 

Individual Properties Which Promote Group Formation 

The analogical procedure leallv is teleological in that individuals 
and social gioups are coirrpaiecl in terms of the end results ol their 
functions, without emphasizing underlying processes which may be very 
different. Hence, analogy has serious shortcomings as a means of under- 
standing the nature of different tyjres ol furrctional systems in the ani- 
mal world. If we are seriously compaiinu: individual organism and so- 
cial group, we must attempt to find what characteristics of individual 
crrganisms peimit them to aggregate on chiTeieiit levels of group func- 
ticrii. This is the pioblem raised, but not really answered in any sense, 
by traditional concepts such as “symphilic instincts’* or “gregarious in- 
stinct” (Schnciila, 1949). 

Jennings (19 12) has described in some detail the groupings which ap- 
pear in Paramecium, the ciliate protozoan. The appearance of such 
groups contrasts with the lact that solitary activity is common among 
Paramccia. Paiamecia Irequently alter their direction of swimming, 
and frequently come by chance close to t’ ' borders ol zones containing 
weak acids. Thereupon they typically move toward and enter such 
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zones (Jennings, 1906). Since faintly acid products are given off by these 
ciliates themselves, groups of the Paramecia are likely to form where a 
few have concentrated. Groups of genetically related Paramecia (clones) 
form most readily, since the tree daughter individuals produced by the 
division of a single parent are alike organically, and react more simi- 
larly to outer conditions than do the progeny of different parents. Be- 
cause one of the adequate conditions for eliciting the reaction may be 
brought about through Paramecium activity, groups frequently term 
among these organisms. Because the reactions aie not given to other in- 
dividuals as such but to specific biochemical conditions which elicit the 
approach reaction, the grouping thus depends directly upon physio- 
logical conditions- 

In simple association 01 in sub-social aggregations, groups commonly 
form through the approach reactions ol different individuals to envi- 
ronmental conditions influencing all ol them sepaiatcly (Allee. 1938). 
Thus swarms ol dance flies form through similai individual responses 
t9 local conditions such as light, humidity, and temperature. The ex- 
ample of Paramecium represents a somewhat more advanced case, in 
which the products ol individual metabolism may excit a stimulative 
effect equivalent to that ol an attractive environmental stimulation. 
Aggregations on the latter basis are common among otherwise solitary 
Arthropods such as the sowbug, Oniscus sp., groups of which may be 
found under stones and in similar places, where they assemble through 
common environmental efiects but remain together for a thne by virtue 
of added individual stimulative efiects commonly available as chemical 
products of metabolism. Iii such aggregations the unity ol the group is 
incidental to' the presence ol the individuals as such, and the role ol 
individuals may be replaced by csserrtially ccjuivalent environmental 
influences. 

What differentiates a social group of airy complexity from the above 
situation is that in social aggregations the unity rests upon an inter- 
dependence ol individuals, a condition deiivirrg Irom the effects ex- 
erted by group members as individuals with given qualities. In persist- 
ent social groups, the attractive effect of group memlrers for one an- 
other has become more fixed and specialized, and typically [produces in 
some characteristic manner a fixation ol individuals lor the group situ- 
ation as well. The assemirlagc is thus held together jjarticularly by the 
approach-resjjonses of members based upon the individual properties 



THE ''LEVELS" CONCEPT 95 

of members. These reactions may be simple and primitively physiologi- 
cal, as when based upon characteristic “colony odor“ effects in the case 
of social insects, or more elaborate and dependent upon a recognition 
of cues through learning as in higher mammals. Hence important psy- 
chological differences must be recognized in the “knowing of kind" in 
various types of social groups. 

Adaptive Adequacy not a Criterion of Levels 

The influences of individuals upon one another vary greatly among 
sub-social groups as well as among the social types. Incidental aggiega- 
tions under similarly effective environmental conditions, and even acci- 
dental collections of individuals, introduce a variety of possible adap- 
tive benefits, as Alice (1938) in particular has pointed out. For example, 
in swarms of various small flies, the meeting of sexual forms often is 
thereby assured, an advantage even more specific to stable social groups. 
Another kind of adaptive outcome, demonstrated in the associations of 
vaiious lower invertebrates, is the modification of the microclimate 
effective local ^environment through the j)roclu(ts of individual metab- 
olism, or, in some insUinces, even of organic degeneration. Both over- 
crowding and (frequently) under < toweling may result in results harm- 
ful to many or to all of the animals concerned. The involvement of 
what Alice has called “unconscious mutualism" in incidental assem- 
blages and in environmental-response associations must be considered a 
potentially iinpor tant factor in the survival or extinction of population 
segments or entire species, also in the rise of new factors influencing 
aggregation-responsiveness. Even under the simplest conditions of 
grouping, other individuals of the species may function as parts of the 
effective environment of each component individual, and dieieby con- 
stitute factors in its potentialities for reproductive function and for 
survival. 

The significance of grouping for individual and species survival is 
potentially great in representative social types, in which the interde- 
pendence of individuals is more specialized and group iniegrity is more 
systematic and persistent. In a pattern which is at the same time more 
stable and persistent and more varied and complex in its characteris- 
tics, the aggregation of individuals and its potentialities for mutuality 
may have a considerably greater adaptive significance than in the case 
of pre-social groupings. The meeting of the sexual forms is assured 
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through their proximity and also through the rise of facilitative behav- 
ioral (epigamic) situations in the social group. Furthermore, in the so- 
cial setting, increasingly complex and systematic controls may function 
which introduce characteristic selective processes in the operations of 
pairing and mating. The behavior patterns of vertebrate groups fre- 
quently involve inter-individual relationships describable as dominance 
hierarchies, involving differential individual adjustments based upon 
relationships of aggression, ascendancy, or some other form of priority 
which is demonstrably important for pairing and mating in many sj)e- 
cies. Thus in the prairie grouse a well-marked dominance hierarchy is 
present in which the apical male individual or “master cock“ carries 
out most of the mating operations (J. W. Scott, 19 p). In clans of howler 
monkeys, on the other hand, which have low dominance gradients 
within the group, priority in mating is virtual!) absent except in the 
case of “marginal males” excluded from the group proper but loosely 
affiliated with it (Carpenter, 1934). 

• There are many and varied additional consequences of the social 
condition on various levels, which have recognizable survival values lor 
the functional groups, their individual members, and lor the spedes. 
Defensive functions are promoted, not only tlnough various kinds of 
individual specialization (as in insect castes) but also through the estab- 
lishment of a more or less regular territory (as in various vericbiates) 
which is more defensible by virtue of group behavioral pioperties. 
Through the construction of nests or shelteis, an increased environ- 
mental control is attained .which promotes the longeviiy ol individuals 
and also supports group survival through facilitating propagation and 
the raising of young. Obtaining a regular food supjdy is promoted 
through the rise of routine foraging oj)eiatiuns, and on the side of 
group health, a social stimulative effect upon feeding (veiy probably 
accompanied by a facilitation of digestive processes) through the pres- 
ence of other individuals has been demonstrated (Alice, 1938) in vari- 
ous bird and mammal groups. 

It is doubtful whether adaptive adecjuacy is a criterion of diagnostic 
value in the evaluation of “levels,” since groupings of all types, both 
pre-social and social, are more or less ellectively adaptive in relation to 
their respectively different settings. There is little point, for example, 
in comparing insect and mammalian social groups in terms of ac^aptivc 
success, for very different environmental conditions have been met sue- 
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cessfiilly by each in us characteristic way. The properties influencing 
behavior on different levels, according to how they restrict the poten- 
tialities lor gioiip function, open envnonments which are narrow or 
biOiid, and simple oi (omplex, to which the respective aggregations ad- 
just accoiding to then bchavioial and biological capacities. 

It IS not the idativc adequacy of cnvnonmcntal adaptation, then, 
but the potentialities for qualitative elaboiaiion and lor plastic modi 
lication oi group organi/ation undci emergencies which may be present 
in dilleient patterns oi animal aggregation, which aie most relevant to 
the question of “levels ” 

FACTORS UNDERLYING GROUP UNITY 
ON DIFFERENT SOCIAL LEVELS 

Differential Organic Thresholds — A Process Basic to All Aggrega- 
tions 

Pupaiatory to a consideration oi group organization on different 
levels, it IS desirable to look more closely at the cpicstion oi group ailil 
iations and gioup unity The piimai) consideration, as already m*en 
tioned, is tlii. pioblem ot the gregarious tendency itself It is probable 
that in most t)[)cs of groups, from incidental associations to speciali/ed 
social patterns, the eoimng togethci and remaining together of individ- 
uals IS based nr some essential way upon lundamentally similar biologi 
cal faetois \n impoMant basis ioi such factors may be found in thresh 
old dilfeienees in sensitivit) and in rnotoi function (and piobably also 
neural function) whidr diiectlv or indirectly promote orientation to 
ward the source ol weak siimulation (Schneirla, 19^(1, 19 19) Ihis type 
oi factor also is identifiable nr c haraetci isticallv solitary animal types, 
varying in nature according to organic condition (e g , in normal feed 
ing, ci jraning ind m itmg reactions) and m ilierr ease often promot 
ing the tcmpoiaiv survival ol iiiei dental aggregations 

Although this condition, which lira) be termed the factor of “differ- 
ential organic thresholds * appears to be a basic physiological contribu 
tion jnomotmg gregaiiousness on all levels, there seem to be important 
differences in its relative 01 game speciali/ation in different animal 
types. For example, on th( level of associations, the groups arc lela- 
tively unstable and internally uncomplieatccl and become formed in 
response to environmental stimulus eflcets rather than specifically to 
stimulation fiorn othei individuals In vaiious sub social groups such 
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as the ear-wigs, the young of which remain with the mother for some 
time after their appearance, a specific individual-attractiveness factor 
enters as a specialization with greater potentialities for group cohesion. 
The effectiveness of this factor, as concerns biological mechanisms un- 
derlying both individual attractiveness and responsiveness to others of 
the species, is greatest in the animals capable of social organization. As 
a common biological basis for all types of animal aggregation, we are 
thus postulating organic (threshold) proper tics as a basis for individual 
processes of approach to stimuli of low intensities and individual ca- 
pacities to contribute attractive effects in the group situation. Theoreti- 
cally, these two types of mechanisms must ha^e evolved in relation to 
each other. 

Although the fundamental basis of the grouping tendency appar- 
ently is broadly similar throughout the animal series, the manner and 
the relative directness of its expression (i.e., the variables intervening 
between organic basis and behavioral outcome) are widely different in 
various social patterns. On the lowest aggregational levels (e.g., Para- 
mecium) the “threshoUr* factor is evidently simplest and most directly 
expressed in tire sense that it is least subject to ontogenetic modifica- 
tion. In the complex social forms of some insects, some ontogenetic 
modification is identifiable, although stereotypy dominates the pat- 
terns; on the higher mammalian levels stereotypy is least and imple- 
mentation through learning is greatest. The organic process under- 
lying the origin and maintenance of aggregation on differeiu levels evi- 
dently lies in the biologically prepotent efleci of weak stimulation in 
eliciting a form of approach reaction peculiar to the given level. Com- 
parisons of food-taking and other approach responses in the animal sc- 
ries show that through this process essentially similar functional results 
may be achieved in very diffeieiu ways on different animal levels (Maier 
and Schneirla, 1935). How different the expression of this “approach'' 
process may be on different levels is revealed in a contrast of insect and 
mammalian aggregations. 

The "Trophallaxis" Factor in Social Insects and Mammals 

In both scjcial insects and social vertebrates, hereditary factors cen- 
tering around the “differential organic-threshold factor ' have become 
elaborated to an extent which permits the maintenance of a more or 
less involved form of group behavior pattern. In addition to factors of 
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sensory threshold in social insects, Wheeler (1928) outlines in some de- 
tail the availability and function of larval exudates and other nutritive 
and sensory sources of effects insuring approach responses in the social 
group. Organic mechanisms of this type are identifiable in the various 
types of social insects in the brood, repioductive individuals, and de- 
veloped workers, providing a basis for establishing and continuing 
adult relations to the btood and lo other adiilis. Wheeler's term for 
the resultant social condition is “trophallaxis,” which may be taken to 
signify a more or less widespread process of mutual stimulation and re- 
sponsiveness among all members ol the colony, underlying both colony 
unity and colony organization. In the loundation of the insect colony, 
the social prc^cess begins when the cjiieen licks and handles her eggs, re- 
sponding to attractive fluids upon them, and on a similar basis licks 
and feeds the larvae as they develop. A comparable process is involved 
in the attraction of adult workers to the brood, the cjueen, and to other 
workers, in various mutual relationships involving licking of body sur- 
faces, stroking with antennae, and feeding with licjuid food regurgi- 
tated by adec|uately stimulated individuals. 

The nature of tlie trojrhallaxis process as a basis for colony function 
was first described by Wheeler (192S) and has been discussed in relation 
to colony behavior by Schncirla (19^1). It is significant that in the ants, 
which exhibit social organization universally in all species, some form 
of trophallactic process is recogirizable in all cases. Moreover, corre- 
sponding to the relative dc\elopment of trophallactic properties in the 
species, the elaboration of the social pattern may be limited or ex- 
panded. For example, colony unity aird organization are near their 
peak in the For mica species in which inter’-individual siimulation proc- 
esses arc most extensive, and near their low point in cc'itain Poncrine 
species in which inter-individual stimulation is limited in type and in 
scope, and feeding by regurgitation is absent. 

There is much evidence that the “irophallaxis" factor is also basic to 
the appearance ol social behavior in maiirmals. In insects, the function 
of the organic basis (i.e., difleiential thresholds, glandular attractants) 
is expressed in a relatively ster eotyjjed way which cle|)cnds upon learn- 
ing and ontogeny to a relatively low although evidently essential ex- 
tent. Here factors pertaining to the germ plasm and arising through 
organic growth more directly canalize llv elaboration of individual be- 
"havior in the character istic environment than in the case in mammals. 
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On the other hand, in mammals the role of factors promoting plasticity 
and learning is wide, and the potentialities for modification and elabo- 
ration through experience are much greater than in insects. The influ- 
ence of trophallactic factors begins to be exerted in the earliest rela- 
tions between mother and newborn infant, which progressively become 
specialized and elaborated in the social situation according to its 
make-up. I’he hereditary basis for trophallaxis in mammals includes 
not only properties of differential thresholds in exteroceptive sensitiv- 
ity and in the principal antagonistic muscle systems, but also in the 
autonomic nervous system and viscera (Schneirla, 1949). On mamma- 
lian levels, however, and especially in primates, these factors are not 
themselves finally determinative of the nature of social pattern, except 
that through learning they insure the presence of one or another type 
of socialized adjustment. 

Contrasting Social Levels: Insect and Human Societies 

Although the organic basis for group formation by animals appears 
to be broadly similar on all levels, the genetic factors also differ both in 
complexity and in degree of specialization from the pre-social to the 
social, and from one social level to another. Even more striking differ- 
ences are attributable to the involvement of ontogenetic processes cen- 
tering around learning on dillercnt social levels. 

Differences of this tyjje may be illustrated in a further comparison of 
insect and mammalian societies. As Emerson (1942) has pointed out, 
some of the most prominent similarities between these societies are in 
the involvement of couimtiiiication and the presence of division of la- 
bor (i.e., functional specialization). 

“Communication” in the social insects may be understood as a direct 
transmission of excitement from individual to individual through tac- 
tual encounters (e.g., of antennae) or through substratal vibrations or 
even air-transmitted vibrations in some species. In ants and other social 
insects, a finder individual returning to the nest from a food-place is 
able to arouse her nestmates, which thereby are often enabled to find 
the food source sooner than by chance. If the secondary individuals are 
not merely aroused by the finder but also arc oriented to some extent, 
the latter effect is attributable to incidental stimuli which differ in 
character according to the species. For example, certain ants are able 
to find a new food source througli following chemical traces inciden- 
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tally deposited on the substratum by the excited finder during her wan- 
dering return to the nest. The situation in honeybees is not altogether 
clear at the present time. Although it has been demonstrated that 
finder bees may present directive olfactory stimuli to secondary bees in 
an incidental manner during their stay in the hive after loi aging flights, 
von Frisch (1948) has lecently reported that presumably non-olfactory 
directive effects may be received by secondary bees thiougli the finder's 
“dance" on the tomb. Until the actual natuie of the efiett transmitted 
from the finder to secondary bees becomes known, it seems preferable 
to consider this type of communication qualitatively similar to the 
tvpes which are alieady known ior insects. Only in its general adaptive 
I unction as social transmission does insect “communication" resemble 
human language. 

In the language plot esses of human society, the following distinctive 
characteristics are identifiable: (i) the woids are typically symbolic, in 
that they have meaninglul and representational identifications with ob- 
jects and situations, and as absti actions are frequently conventional- 
i/ed; (2) the items are directive, in that they are used to influence the 
behavior of othei individuals as well as to influence oneself; (jj) they 
.lie used in social situations in relation to anticipated elFccts, i.e., inten- 
iionally, with the exjx'ctation of producing given desired or expected 
K suits; (}) the symbolic items or words aie patterned and reananged 
accoiding to the eflectise motivation ol ttie user or the nature of the 
anticipated outcome (Bierens dc Haaii, 1930). As parts of the process of 
their individual socialization, children normally master the meanings 
and composition ol language so that the symbols can be expressed in 
spoken and also in a wiitten fcjrm if appropriate education is available, 
fhe capacity to learn and to elaborate symbolic cues in anticipatory 
ways apparerrtly depends upon the relative development of cerebral 
cortex as a basis for advances in perceptual and conceptual learnirrg. 
riie chirnpan/ee’s inability to use vocal sounds as language cues thus 
seems attributable to his failure to reach the essential level in orgarri/- 
ing meaningful perceptual and conceptual relationships, a level which 
the human iirfant normally attains before the end of his first year. 

The essential characteristics of language as it appears on the human 
level are not apparent irr social insect communication, which evidently 
is not conceptualized or abstract but is limited to a generalized excita- 
tion effect performed in a stereotyped way without anticipation of given 
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social results. In contrast, Crawford (1937) found mature chimpanzees 
able to use gestures such as shoulder tapping in social signalling or per- 
haps even symbolic ways, with evidence of anticipating a given effect in 
the signalled individual and a readiness to participate in the joint ac- 
tivities (e.g., rope pulling for food). 

To a certain extent, insect and human societies are alike in having 
caste-like patterns, or a division of labor. Morphological types are char- 
acteristic in insect societies, correlated with differences in individual 
function (Wheeler, 1928). Beyond the sexual dichotomy of male and 
female, many species have structurally differentiated sub-types in one 
or both sexes. In many ant species there are polymorphic worker types, 
sometimes in a clearly dimorphic distribution, sometimes in a continu- 
ous series from the smallest or minor type of worker to the largest or 
major type. Correlated with organic differences, the various polymor- 
phic castes exhibit functional differences: the males and fertile females 
are more or less completely specialized in reproductive function, with 
workers major predominant in defensive activities, workers minor as 
brood-tenders within the nest, and intermediate workers most fre- 
quently as foragers. The genetic basis of caste differentiations is typi- 
fied in most ant species by conditions in which males appear from un- 
fertilized eggs and females from fertilized eggs, the queen-type female 
from overfed larvae and the worker-type female from underfed larvae 
raised from eggs of equivalent germ plasm make-up. These differences 
in feeding are effective during the larval stage, and after.^the worker 
individual emerges from the pupal condition as a young adult (incapa- 
ble of further growth) the characteristic functional capacities of its 
caste appear within a few days, in a predictable correlation with its or- 
ganic make-up. The caste functions arc stereotyped on the basis of the 
predominant role of germ plasm factors, and lasting changes can ap- 
pear only through further organic evolution in the species. 

Castes on the human level, in contrast to those of insects, exist in the 
form of social or functional classes differentiated essentially according 
to*, processes of learning in a given social context, llie psychological 
plasticity of human society is evidenced by the frequency with which 
individuals shift across class lines in a democratic situation, sis well as 
by the possibility of recognizing the cultural and traditional fixation of 
such barriers when they are impermeable (Newcomb and Hartley, 
1947). The one social feature in which there is a distant biological basis 
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for the caste differences of many human societies is a sexual dichotomy, 
with its differentiation of reproductive functions. Few behavioral dif- 
ferences follow in a fixed manner from this dichotomy, as in the case of 
insects; rather, in many ways organic diflei cnees express themselves in- 
directly in behavior, and psychological differences in attitudes and 
values in their characteiistic natiuc aie pioducts ol social heritage and 
cultural pattern. Human cxpciieiice, and in particular the widely dif- 
ferent practices ol distinctive cultural gioups, indicate that in man bio- 
logical differences between the sexes, in themselves, can have a very in- 
direct influence upon social function, or a very diffeient influence ac- 
cording to individual socialization. 

The case is different in insect societies, in which biological factors 
dominantly channelize social function. Drone bees, like the males of 
most other social insects, lack any oiganic basis foi brood tending, for- 
aging, or feeding other individuals — these are functions peculiar to the 
genetically and tiojihically differentiated workers. The ’ uman male on 
the other hand is capable of performing most of the lunctions popu- 
larly termed “iernale," other than the specific female reproductive func- 
tions. 

Although social functions are in many cases generalized among the 
worker individuals of man) insect species, they are often highly cliliei- 
entiated to an extent dependent upon polymorphic differences, and re- 
pioductive function in most cases is limited to a relatively small num- 
ber of individuals In the higher primates and particularly in man, on 
the other hand, reproductive function for the most part is a general 
property of adult individuals throughout the population, and no re- 
strictive biological properties are involved Crowell (1^29) has sug- 
gested that this generalization of germinal properties tljoughout the 
population has tended away fiom biologically-based lunctional spe- 
cializations and has facilitated a generalization of individual function 
in the family and social sphere. Highly sieieotyped human social forms 
cpiitc often are characteiized by one or another type of arbitrary sexual 
delimitation (e.g., celibate castes); these however are maintained cul- 
turally rather than through the germ plasm as in insects. 

It is unnecessary to elaborate upon the vast differences between social 
insects and man in the matter of how social patterns develop and 
change. Insect social patterns, arising ontc'-enetically through the pre- 
dominant role of hereditary factors, require chromosomal and evolu- 
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tionary processes as a basis for lasting changes. The individual leain- 
ing capacity of insects, steieotyped and situation-limited as it is 
(Schneirla, 1949) plays a subordinate (facilitative) role in individual 
socialization and shows its greatest elaboration in the foraging act (i.e., 
outside the nest), llie various individuals make reproductive or nutri- 
tive contributions to colony welfare, and no individual Icaining that 
occurs can change the standard pattern of the species in lasting ways. 
The society is bio-social in the sense that it is a composite resultant of 
individual biological characteristics dominating group behavior. 

In contrast, human societies may be teimed psycho-social in that cul- 
tural processes dominate which are the cumulative and non-genetic.illy 
transmitted resultants oi experience and learning, under the influence 
of human needs and desires interacting vaiiably with the procedures of 
labor or conflict, reasoning or routine. Ihat is to say, although the 
trophallactic basis of human society is similar in a very general way to 
that of insects, it is very dillerent in specific ways in its biological basis, 
and quite different in the predominant importance ol individual learn- 
ing and group expeiieiue for its leali/ation in social intercourse. 

ONTOGENETIC FACTORS INFLUENCING 
GROUP ORGANIZATION 

Factors Introduced Through Individual Socialization 

On all social levels, the fenmation of the gioup depends in some m.in 
ner upon the initial reciprocal stimulative relationship l>elween adults 
and young. In all cases this association evidently centers around some 
type of trophallactic process, which establishes a basis lor a bond be 
tween the individual and the social group. For the yourrg individual, 
the social group is thereby first represented by the attending parent or 
parents. The cjualitative differences in the nature of this bond may be 
readily seen through carrying further our comparison of insect and 
mammalian societies. 

In the social insects, the period of development during which the 
young individual typically is cared for by adults may involve a limited 
behavioral socialization through the trophallaxis process. In connection 
with feeding, the individual, as a callow and perhaps earlier as a larva, 
may be habituated and conditioned to the characteristic colony odor. 
After emergence, in many social insects there is a ^hort period ol a few 
days in which the callow attains to the adult behavior pattern, includ- 
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mg particulaily trophallactic lelations, le, inter-individual stimula 
lion and a capacity ioi mutual feeding 

It has been suggested (Maier and Schneiila, itjs{5 Schneirla, 1041) 
lhat tins pattern may be claboi a ud liom a basis ol early leflex like re- 
sponses. and that the eiily tiansition oi tiopliallactic piocesscs within 
the nest may be a factor 111 the I itti ajijieaiarue of indnidual lot aging 
outside the nest Ihe invohement of hereditaiy oigainc charat teiistics 
as factois in the piocess is indicated in the honey bee, in which the 
eaily sociaJi/atmn of the weiikei passes thiough thiee piineipal stages 
ending with aelult toi aging, each ol tliese stages ( 011 elated with a de- 
monstrable change in secieloi) fuiution It is our suggestion that this 
process, wheieby the indi\idual is iiicoipoiateel into the eoloin, in- 
vohes a simple leaining faitoi whieh may be essential to the pioeess 
although not piominent in it 1 he lad appeals signiheant lhat in cer- 
tain Pone line ants in uJmh no definite initial soeiali/atmn pioiess can 
be identified in the woikei tiophallavis is gicath rethieed in the col- 
ony, aiiel membeis ol tlu population aic \eiv loosely integiateel 

Ihe teim biosociaT' seems aeleejuate for the inseet sodal level with 
Its pTeelonunaiue ol sjKdlie oigniie factors aceounting Jor a iipiesen- 
tatively steieotypcd pattern with (at best) only a secondaiy leaining 
iactoi Hovv(\d, It IS not adequate in an\ real sense for the mamma- 
lian level 

J he dexelopiunt oi inlant primates cut ids a 1 u longer and moie 
complex pioeess of aeejuiimg iceipioe d leJ itionships with the mothei, 
then with the wide social enviionment, tJian in an\ othei anim d Ihe 
pioeess evidently is one ol a developing tiophdlaetie integration of 
mothei and young involving leeipioeal eutaneous stimulation lelief 
ol mammal y gland tension in the mothei bv the voung, and eonveisely, 
a rebel ol foodlaek in the voung anel a presentation ol optimal cuta- 
neous stimulation by the mothei (Sehneiila, le^^q Vpp.nently a 

pioeess of (onditioned lenniiig in the voung involving an ineieased 
resjDonsiv eness Inst to the stimuli aeconipan>ing the feeding act, then 
to secondaiy aceompany iiig stimuli, sets the stage foi a jnexess of selec- 
tive learning In the lattei type ol leaining the inelividual acquires the 
capacity to ehange a situation thiough paiticulai leaelions lather than 
otheis, aeeoiding to the degiee 01 kind ol oiganic “satisfaction" re 

ceivcd undei diffcient stiiiiulative conditions In the lower mammals 

• 

the process of weaning typically imtiUes a considerable change or even 
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a break in this relationship, and the family association of the young 
often docs not continue into a protracted group affiliation. However, 
the young have acquired a motivated responsiveness to the exterocep- 
tive cues (e.g., visual, auditory) of the species, which may function later 
in the initiation of pairing and in its sequel events, and in the forma- 
tion of loose social groups (e.g., rat colonies) or of temporary groups. 

In primates, including man. a similar process is based upon and is 
energized by certain physiological factors and the trophallactic inter- 
changes to which they lead. The infra-human primate mother, like that 
of many lower mammals, typically consumes the fetal membranes, licks 
the embryo and hei own sexual /ones, and consumes the afterbirth. For 
the infant the major initial effects are optimal cutaneous stimulation 
and relief of physiological tensions in feeding, for the mother, com- 
parable cutaneous effects and organic relief through a reduction of ten- 
sions. Howevei, the resulting process of learned attachment between 
mother and >oung is manifestly more complex and highly organized 
than in lower mammals (Yerkes and "I omilin, 1935). ^^e primate par- 
ent-young attachment typically leads be)ond the weaning stage and 
constitutes a basis of great importance for the subsequent wider affilia- 
tion of the young animal with the social group. 

On the human level the inrtial organic processes have substantially 
the same role in priruiple, and their effect as a basis lor some kind of 
trophallactic reciprocal relationship between mother and young is also 
the same in principle. Yet it is manifest that the socialisation process 
may be very different in its outcome, depending upon the social con- 
text in which the early family relationships develop. Whereas the hu- 
man mother typically anticipates the infant as such, it is doubtful that 
the lower primate mother's growing atterrtiveness to her changing sex- 
ual /ones during pregnancy has a forward reference of definite percep- 
tual expectancy, even in multiparous lemales. 1 he chimpanzee mother 
is much quicker to become attached emotionally and perceptually to 
the infant as a social object than are the rnerthers in lower mammals, 
yet the relative complexity of her perceptual schema and understand- 
ing of this object has its limitations far below the psychological level 
attainable by the human mother. 

It is possible that we shall begin to find the solution to the difference 
in the patterning of social behavior in different mammals in the char- 
acteristics of the early socialization situation. In all cases the basic 
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of the young apparently arises through the 
initial trophallactic situation of the youn^. Approaches to the mother 
afford a basis for approaches to others ol her kind, and expand inevi- 
tably into the social group. Dependence upon the mother generally 
shifts after weaning into a dependence upon the social group in pri- 
mates, but not as closely or as continuously in lowei mammals. The 
lower mammals and particularly the lodents generally have more than 
one young born at a time, which ine\itably introduces a competitive 
factor into their demands upon the mother. Such expeiiences, together 
with other iactors such as the abiuptness ol weaning, may exeit impor- 
tant influences upon the later sociability of the young and hence per- 
haps the entire species social pattern. 

It is possible that the chaiaciei of the early social environment of the 
young mammal may have a consideiable influence upon its capacity for 
subsequent group behavior. Picliminary evidence suggests that the 
amount of time spent by young rats with their mother and the oppor- 
tunity for free trophallactic relationships with her and lor associations 
with litter mates have bearing upon the later “sociability” ol the indi- 
vidual. Early deprivation of this sort seems to lesult in an abnormally 
gieat tendency lot aggressiveness towaid species mates or independence 
from them. A female lamb which f. P. Scott (19 }5) raised on the bottle 
from birth, and kept apart it out othei sheep until nine days of age, 
never became an integrated member ol the hock. She showed almost no 
tendency to play with other lambs, and as a rule behaved independ- 
ently of the othei sheep. She did not approach the flock to any extent 
until her Inst heat period, and only biiefly then. When Jacobsen, Ja- 
cobsen, and Yoshioka (19:52) raised a young chimpan/ee apart horn 
others of its kind lioin the time ol birth, and at nine months ol age 
this animal was placed with anothei chimpanzee inlant, he w\is at hrst 
disturbed and aggiessive, and lecjuired a lew weeks ol companionship 
before relations became acceptant and dependent between them. 

Priority Factors and Dominance Hierarchies 

As an approach to the study ol veiiebiate groups, the “dominance 
hierarchy” concept has occujiied a foiemost position since the hrst stud- 
ies of Schjeldeiup-Ebbe (1922) with bainyarcl lowl brought the “peck- 
right” type ol social pattern to contempoiary attention. This type of 
hierarchy is the most readily identihed in birds as well as in numerous 
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other vertebrates, and lends itself easily to quantification. Within less 
than two decades a relatively voluminous liteiature has developed con- 
cerning this type of group structure in all ol the principal vertebrate 
groups from hshes to primates (see summaries by Alice, 1938, 1948, and 
Collias, 1941). 

The “dominance-hierarchy” concept usually implies a scries of ag- 
gression-subordination relationships in the gioup, in whuh one mem- 
ber forces the submission ol anothei by attacking fully or j^aitially, or 
“threatening” an attack. A dominance hieiauhy centering around ag- 
gression-submission icl.ttionships is an outstanding chanacteristic of 
group behavior in many veitebiate animals. As Alice (1948) has pointed 
out, however, the best known cases of dominance hieiarcliy aic from 
studies ol captive animals. In the foiehont ol attention are the results 
of studies with domestic lowl aitiluially confined in enclosures which 
hold all animals in the situation. The results ol such studies do not 
necessaril) suggest what kind ol gioup pattern il any might arise il the 
group had been formed on another basis, or il the subjects had been 
free to group in dependence upon then initial responsiveness to one 
another. 

It would seem that the ecological, psychological, and sociological 
conditions w^hich lead to clear-cut dominance-subordination relation- 
ships must become belter known belore the real signilicaiicc ol this 
characteristic in social study may be ajjpiaisecl. In mammalian groups 
in then natural situatic^n, the appearance ol dominanee patterns in a 
species may depend first of all upon the characteristic early parental 
and family relationshijfs ol the >oung, and its prominence in the group 
situation may also depend upon the inannei of lecebng and other typi- 
cal environmental conditions. It is an interesting lact that whereas 
dominairce relationships are minimal and co-operative relationships 
cjutstanding in the organi/ation of the bisexual clans ol Central Ameri- 
can howler monkeys ((^aipcmtei, 1931). male despotism and relative dif- 
ferences in domin.ince are prominent in groups ol rhesus monkeys 
(Carpenter’, 1912). One important difference in the origin of these pat- 
terns may concern the fact that young rhesus males separate Irom their 
groups ill early adolescence and live in distinct groups with other 
young males until early adulthood, when they join a bisexual group 
and compete for social rank. Not only the trophabactic situation in the 
family and in early group life, but also factors influencing sexual be- 
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havior apart from these, must be considered as a basis for understand- 
ing typical gioup patterns in a species. 

The problem is of course much more complex on the human level. 
Investigations with human gioups in the United States have shown 
that the extent to which hostile aggressive bcha\ior is involved in the 
group relations ol childicn depends tor one thing upon the iiidividuars 
cxpeiicnce ol aggicssion in picxious group contacts according to how 
they involve doniinaiue iclaiions or gioup intcgiativc patterns (l.ewin, 
Lippitt, and White, and in exjxiiiences of aggiession contacts 

with adults (Andeisori, i9‘t9)- 

It seems desirable to subject the dominance concept to a thorough- 
going appraisal, in order to identity more validly its relationship to 
other factors and character istres in gremp organization. II tiophallaxis 
tactors may be postulated as the source of individual behavioral prop- 
erties leading to aggregation and group unity, it seems necessary also to 
recognize the intervention ol tactors which lead to in’r.i-group conflict 
according to their ‘Strength." The administration of testosterone pro- 
pionate to vertebrate subjects results in behavior changes through 
which group status ol the injeited inclividu.ils is likely to rise. Lxdu- 
sive possession ol females by certain males is outstanding in gioups of 
prairie giouse ([. W. Scott, 19 it) and rhesus monkeys (Carpenter, 1912) 
in which the dominanie hierarchy is strongly developed, whereas gen- 
eralized intercourse between the sexes is more prevalent in groups of 
howler nronke)s (Carpenter, 1931) in which doiTiinaiKe diflerences are 
low. 

If dominance status is a matter of aggressive tendencies for the most 
part, and has its main basis in factors siuh as adult »c\ual drive and 
individualistic food taking, it is a process which concerns inter -individ- 
ual “distance" in social patterns and not group unity. As a distance- 
governing patteiii in the more solitary vertebrates it is involved in the 
warding off of other males from teiiitory lield by a male in breeding 
season, in more social vertebrates it is a source of pair conflicts which 
may hold the group to a low degree of cohesion (Collias, 19^4; Allec, 
1948). In the Scottish roe deer, as Darling (1937) has reported, the 
group is male-led and is held to a small size bv intra-group aggressive 
relationships. On the other hand, the female-led gioups of red deer, 
with far lowx’i aggression dominance, b lome much larger and retain 
the young animals in the herd for a longer time th.in do the roe deer. 
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It is probable that when aggression-dominance as a source of intra- 
group conflicts exceeds a gi\en intensity and peisistence, an effective 
social group with cohesion and stability may become impossible. 

If it is true as Zuckerman (1932) states that “an adequate primate 
sociology is impossible without reference to the principle ol domi- 
nance/* it is even ti uer that if this principle is not viewed in its proper 
relation to other social factors, an adequate animal sociology is still less 
attainable. A reductionistic motif is not lacking in dominance doctrine, 
for when inter-gioup relationships are stated as matters of aggression 
or withdrawal, social patterns are most leadily compared in terms of 
the relative prominence ol dominance-hierarchy characters, and phy- 
letic differences recei\c less attention. As Anderson (191^6) has put the 
matter for social-adjustment studies on the human level, we aie aware 
of domination but are not suffuiently aware ol socially integrative be- 
havior. 

As a matter ol fact, the dominance concept itself cannot validly be 
used as though it referred to a qualitatively equivalent process on all 
vertebrate levels. In the social behavior ol lower vertebrate animals the 
dominance characteristic seems to be outstandingly ol the peck-order 
type, although there are known to be many exceptions. Irr mammals 
the status ol dominance relationships is nruch more complex and vari- 
able. In primates such as howler monkeys aird chirnpan/ccs, an ascerrd- 
ance, factor must be lecogni/ed independently of a conllict-based domi- 
nance. In herds ol red deer the leader usually is an experienced female, 
who does not gairr her position through lighting (Darling, 1937). Scott 
(1945) reported no signifreant correlation between dominance and lead- 
ership ordcT in a flock of sheep, and Stewart and Scott (1947) found a 
similar absence ol any indication of relationship between these charac- 
teristics in a flock ol goats, riie “Spitzentier** animals (Fischel, 1927) 
which act lor short times as pioneers in groups of fishes or birds, al- 
though they require facilitation from the group to maintain their role 
and typically hold it only in a ternpenary and limited sense, neverthe- 
less represent a function ol ascendancy which must be considered as im- 
portant for group organization. The point holds even in the simpler 
situation of insect group function, in which some of the workers in a 
colony arc “leaders” in the sense that they exeit a greater lacilitative 
effect through their work-rate in the group than do others (Chen, 1937) 
or as in the mass activities of army ants, the “leadership” is generalized 
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and held briefly by any members of the group in dependence upon 
their happening to reach the front border of the swarm (Schneirla, 
1940). 

Although Maslow (1936) has defined a dominant animal as “one 
whose behavior patterns (sexual, feeding, aggressi\c, social) are carried 
out without deference to the beha\ior patterns of his associates,” it is 
doubtful that this statement would be \alid lor the whole pattern of 
any functioning social gioup, even foi those ol vciy shaiply defined 
dominance charatter. In nionkejs and chimpan/ees, even the most 
dominant male changes in behavioi and attitude toward his sexual 
partner when she is sexually receptive (\eikcs, 1939). Grooming, or 
mutual pieening, is one reciprocal activity in which the dominant ani- 
mal is resjjonsive to and dependent ujion the suboidinate, or the re- 
verse (Yerkes, 1933). Chaj^ple (1910) concluded liom his study of hu- 
man group relaticms that, basically, hieiauhies as developed in human 
society tend to rest upon the ability of one individual to evoke re- 
sponses from others at a given time. 

Individual Motivation and Group Pattern 

The primary factor undeil)iiig social aggiegations on all levels ap- 
peals to be the cajiacity ot the mothei 01 both paicnts to stay with the 
young, which opens the way lot iclaiioiis ol mutual stimulation, re- 
sjxmse, and dependence to be set up as the young aie leared. On all 
levels the evolution ol cjigaiiic lac tors undeilving this capacity has in- 
volved the appeal ance ol special mediaiiisms insuring mutual stimula- 
tion of parent and young. Laival secietions and adult regurgitation in 
social insects ha\e a luiution basuallv sinulai in this sense to that of 
maininatv glands in mammals. It is evident that the coi ^plexity oi su- 
pei imposed lac tois is gieatest in the mammals, uhich aie lar less stereo- 
typed m their social patterns than aie most insects. The contrast is 
greatest with the jnimates, in which a prolonged association ol the 
young with parents o|Jcns the oppoiiunity loi an extensive learning in 
gremp lumtions (Verkes <ind \eikes, 1935). Piesumably the organic fac- 
tors which lacilitatc the lengthy associations ol parents and young, and 
those accounting lor a slow and complex maturation process, have 
evolved in lelation to those underlying a superior capacity for behavior 
modification through learning. 

The socialized modification of the insect worker individual is rela- 
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tively simple and is dominated by stereotyped processes arising through 
the involvement of the individual in group-feeding situations. That of 
mammals is infinitely moie complex and variable, also very different in 
complexity and in elaboration on different levels, as new f.ictors be- 
come involved. In higher mammals, leaining contiibutes increasingly 
to individual socialization, which therelore is subject to wider differ- 
ences in dependence upon gioiip and environmental conditions oi de- 
velopment than is the case in lowci lorms. This also means that mal- 
adaptive social behavior may appear more readily than in the stereo- 
typed patterns ol lower levels. 

We have suggested that the limits ol individual psychological capaci- 
ties, paiticulaily as they affect the socialization process, constitute an 
impoitant factoi imposing boundaries on the kind ol group oiganiza- 
tion possible under given conditions. For example, when the paients 
are able to paiticipate actively in the selective learning ol the young, as 
some birds evidently can do to an extent and many mammals to a 
gi eater extent, the social enviionment of the )oung individual is in- 
evitably limited or expanded in dependence upon the social and psy- 
chological capacities of the paients. The human ability to develop an 
abstiaction ol “one's kind" is a vastly less space-limited and more ver- 
satile process lor gioup unitv than is the dependence of lower mam- 
mals upcjn direct sensoiy cues and that ol insects upon ocloi. 

The ontogeny ol the individual appioach to the gioup underlies his 
group motivation. The human infant first leaches loi li«> mother inci- 
dentally and on a physiologically-forced basis (Schneiila, 1916, i919)» 
then through a learned act ol skill in manipulating his aim in a simple 
“purposive^* manner, later through the use c;l a learned perceptual sym- 
bol, first in language, then in thought. Ihus reaching tcnvaid social ob- 
jects is fundamentally a matter oi an action-based perception, then may 
also become symbolic and represent the consecjuences of an approach 
far more eflcctively. Throughout the process, there function social ta- 
boos and encouragements which influence learning selectively and serve 
to control the conditions under which the individual jrarticipates in 
the group. The socialization of young animals in lower primates is lar 
simpler especially because no ability to initiate vocal “reaching" sym- 
bolically in the group situation is present. 

The socialization process in man may be viewed as a matter ol pro- 
gressive interrelated stages, each arising upon the basis of previous ones, 
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in which through the development of socialized motives and ‘‘goals" 
the individual is assimilated into the cultuie. In another connection 
the writer has discussed the relationship between the basic physiologi- 
cal processes and the socialized outcome, on different levels (Schneirla, 
19 19)* nian, the process seems to depend upon the occurrence to- 
gether of certain intcniiptive (distiu bance) or vegetative (relief) proc- 
esses in the organism with respectively different environmental situa- 
tions which arouse them. This t)pe ol coincidence provides the basis 
for simple conditioning jrioc esses which open the way lor a more com- 
plex selective learning of incentives, adjustmenls, and goals, in which 
the parents assist. In lowx‘r mammals the nature ol incentives and goals 
and the whole pattern of motivation is always rather directly related 
to the underlying organic conditions (“drives”) and the related envi- 
ronmental sitiiaticms thenrselves. In man even adjustments to suste- 
nance and security incentives (and ol course, to those ol sex) become 
highly modilied according to cultural lactors conccining prestige, 
dominance, social approval, and the like. Because the young of lowei 
mammals roa { more standardi/ed and stereotyjred preparation tor 
social partieijration, the result in their case is typical ol the species. 

SUMMARY CONSIDERATION: ORGANIZATION IN 
INDIVIDUALS AND IN GROUPS 

How well a “whole” is organized depends upon the extent to which 
its parts function together as a s)stcni. 1 he degree to which a system is 
organi/ed may be evaluated in terms ol the complexitv and cjualitative 
elaborations in the interaction ol its parts and in the lormation ol in- 
teractive siib-s) stems among them. In an iiirportarit sense these remarks 
may be applied both to individual organisms and to aggregations of or- 
ganisms, so far as these may both be considered as types ol whole sys- 
tems. 

The levels of individual organisms and the levels of aggregated or- 
ganisms piesumabl) are inter related, if the view is correct that aggrega- 
tions must have arisen and developed selectively in evolution when the 
daughter proclucls of hssion 01 ol sexual reproduction remained to- 
gether or associated in some sense other than one ol common growth. 
Despite this consideration, individuals and groups cannot be considered 
parts of a single continuous series of Icvei^, and the paits ol an organ- 
ism do not necessarily lunction togc^ther in the same way that individ- 
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uals function together in a social group. Some of the similarities are 
striking; the differences are also significant and essential to a diagnostic^ 
analytical study. 

Our real problem in this paper has been to consider the principal 
forms of animal aggregation in terms of their comparable character- 
istics. The first question in understanding gioup oigani/ation concerns 
the basis on which the component individuals happen to be together, 
the second their behavior (i.e., group pattein) in lemaining together. 
The gregarious factor as it may be called appears to have basic simi- 
larities on all levels, although its relation to the eventual group pattern 
is very different in dependence upon superimposed taciors. Incidental 
associations, insect groups, and the various forms of vertebrate aggrega- 
tion all possess widely similar reaction tendencies to stimulative effects 
which may be encountered by individuals. In the simplest forms, the 
associations, the reactions are to localized environmental effects; in the 
higher types of aggregations they emanate Irom the individuals them- 
selves. The attraction of individuals to one another forms and holds the 
group together, in the simplest cases through similar responses through- 
out the group, then on the basis of moie specialized types of adjustment 
wdiich become progiessnclv more modifiable in the course of ontogeny 
on the respective higher levels. 

The similar genetic basis underlying the gregarious factor in differ- 
ent organic settings we have characterized as a phvsiological process 
accounting for a turning toward weak stimulation. Tire incidental fa- 
cilitation described by Alice for the association level typically involves 
physiolc^ical effects of the products of metabolism, — the bio social co- 
operation typical in insect groups is cjualit.itively superior in that 
through a certain development in cjiitogeny a “trophallaxis'' or special- 
ized stimulus-exchange relationship of individuals can develop. This 
process is traceable through all higher levels, althcrugh it appears in 
different organic forms and in very different psychological and social 
contexts. Pattern differences among the levels may be understood in 
terms of (i) the different psychological capacities ol individuals which 
limit potentialities for individual lunction and for plastic ontogenetic 
socialization, and (2) the ecological, environmental, and social condi- 
tions under which the early stages of group development have occurred. 

The second type of influence (i.e., the ‘‘social setting'*) is more or less 
standard for lower levels; however, its variability becomes increasingly 
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important in progressively higher levels. Social-aggregation tendencies 
are initially elaborated in many forms through behavioral relationships 
arising in the early association of parents and young. In the higher lev- 
els, this situation contributes important new formative potentialities 
for the assimilation of the individual into the social group. In insect 
groups and higher types, more or Irss sj)eciali/ed responses are estab- 
lished to group members as distinct from strangers, as an outcome of 
the trophallactic process and initial individual socialization. 

Numerous other processes juay be termed social distance factors in 
the sense that they tend to modify, leduce, or to vitiate the influence 
of the aggiegational factor. That is, while the gregarious factor promotes 
the formation of some type of gioup which may be close and maximally 
facilitativc or loose and diffuse according to the strength of this factor, 
the “social distance” factors tend to modify the pattern by complicat- 
ing the conditions of inter-individual approach and by introducing 
tendencies for withdrawal from other individuals or iroin the group 
situation. Individualistic sexual factors, in the males particularly, fre- 
quently serve this function, leading to the formation of group patterns 
or “dominance hierarchies” the nature of which depends upon intra- 
group aggicssise relationships. 1 he formation of groups of this pattern 
apparently requires the fixation of social position through irrdividual 
discriminative learning of differences among others in the group, hence 
such groups are si/c-limited in sub-human animals. In some animal 
forms the estabb^hmenl of dominance hierarchies apparently depends 
to a great extent upon access to reproductive relationships within the 
group, and may thereby play a selective role. W^hethcr the aggression- 
dominance process accounts for a distincti\ riy orgairi/cd group, is mini- 
mal irr the group pattenr, or jrreveirts any group formatiorr except sex- 
ual pairing, seems to depend in particular uporr the nature of the 
reproductive biology of the s|jecies. Dominance patterns are also facili- 
tated through the overpopulation of small areas or through the avail- 
ability of limited incentives (e.g., food) when the organic needs of 
associated irrdividuals are high. 

By definition, the highest social levels are those in which qualitative 
elaboratiem and plasticity in rrew emer gency situations are greatest. The 
effective environments of primate social organizations are nruch more 
complex and variable than are those of s ' ial gr oirps iir lower organ- 
isms. Under different environmental conditions the capacities for modi- 
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fiability in individuals and group are expressed differently and to vary- 
ing extents. Under laboiatory conditions when problems arise de- 
manding collective eftort, chimpan/ecs become able to co-operate on an 
adjustment level which is not apparent in the field (Nissen, 1931), utiliz- 
ing gestural absti actions as means of influencing the behavior ol others 
(Crawford, 1937) and hence as an eflective gioup co-oidinating device. 
In human social situations, the amount of individual conformity re- 
quited under gi\en conditions diiieis from one cidture to another, and 
within any one cultuie may vaiy temporally in dependence upon cur- 
rent social conditions. In the socialization of Ilopi Indian infants, there 
is a noticeable lack ol avoidance tiaining, a characteristic which stems 
from an absence of social emphasis upon individual jmssession of ob- 
jects (Dennis, 1910). American college students sol\e syllogistic prob- 
lems very diflereiitly according to whether the problems arc presented 
in terms of emotionally-loaded political and social symbols or in less 
preceptually coerche terms (Lefford, 19^6); in the first case their solu- 
tions are dominated by the social-conformity (J-cui\e) factor (F. All- 
port, 1931), but in the second there are indications that indhiclual 
reasoning abilities have been involved much more effectively. The vi- 
tiation of reasoning and higher psychological capacities in complex 
mammalian societies does not mean that what emerges will be equiva- 
lent to the non-rcasoned stereotyped patterns of lower levels. I he con- 
ditions are very different, and the result is very likely to be maladaptive 
with respec t to gr oup vvelfar e. 

On the social levels which are potentially highest in the above sense, 
factors may intervene which favor the retention of a stereotyped cul- 
ture, or in other cases a plastic and progressive c ulture. 'Fhe outcome is 
especially dependent upon whether a demand for maNimal individual 
emotion supported adherence to traditional forms excludes from the 
social situation the species potentials in new contributions irom indi- 
viduals and from sub-groups. On lower levels, the characteristic species 
social patterns arise through an effective dcunination of the underlying 
biological processes over the inter -individual lelaiionships involved in 
socialization and in environmental ad)ustment. For example, studies ol 
group function in lower mammals indicate that the characteristic pat- 
tern of group leadership depends to a considerable extent upon species 
reproductive j)iocesses. On the human level, a wide range of processes 
may be involved, producing leadership relations which are contracted 
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or wide in their intellectual, economic, and social representation of 
siib-piocesses thionghoiu the group, oi on the other hand represent few 
oi none of the sub-processes. 

In order to dispense with shajp distinctions betwreen individual and 
group which are actually pai.idoMtal in studying social patterns, the 
tendencies expressed in individual socialization must be studied on dil- 
ieient levels in teinis ol the giow'th and elaboration of group depend- 
ence and group relationships. Lven in social patterns showing a maxi- 
mal individual articulation, a socialized individual always lives with 
reference to a group in some sense in the processes of group integra- 
tion, and co-ordination. Also according to the nature of social pattern, 
there exist various transitional stages between individual and group, 
individual and sub-groups, (noup organization needs to be studied in 
terms ol intet-iiiclivicliuil dependence and subgiouf) inteiielatioirship 
in their bearing upon group patterns on dillerent levc'ls. Further evi- 
dence is needed concerning what types ol factors domijaie individual 
and sub-group contributions to group organization on the respective 
levels. 

In the last analysis, the utility of postulating dillerent social levels 
depends U])on our discerning the relative roles of biological factors 
underlying aggregation and those modifying or opposing it. Particu- 
larly important is the relationship of these processes in various animal 
types to psychological capacities which can facilitate or oppose aggre- 
gation and well nitegrated grouji organization according to the special 
conditions ol culture and social situation. It seems cleat that any pro- 
gressive modification ol social patterns on the lowest levels is rigidly de- 
pendent upon the slow^ processes o\ natin rl selection and biological 
evolution. This long time process occurs, as we have seen in a variety 
of ways as concerns the entrance ol c[ualitative specialization and be- 
ha\ioial versatility in group function, flie importance of discernible 
dillerences in this process in dillerent animals makes analogizing by 
similarity from level to level a procedure ol doubtful validity, unless 
the analogies lead to thoroughgoing comparison. 

Man, clue to his ixjtentially great freedom from the restrictions of 
biological processes, or to the opportune utilization of socially benefi- 
cial biological factors in the evolution of social patterns, can attain a far 
higher standard than in lower levels, dep» .ding upon how his psycho- 
logical capacities arc permitted to influence social progress. As Simpson 
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(1949) puts the matter, “Under our ethics, the possibility of man’s in- 
fluencing the direction of his own evolution also involves his responsi- 
bility for doing so and for making that direction the best one.” The 
problem of what is “best” for man’s social welfare is properly a pre- 
eminent concern ol the scientist in his investigation and theory. 
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In the discussion oi llic tjcncial topic of lc\els ol intci^iaiion alone; th’e 
phylogenetic bcalc wiih special cinphisison Icnning I shall emphasize 
a single great biological oitki —the oieki ol pi niuies I his emphasis is 
justified not only because it is the oidci to ^\hieh man belongs, but also 
because it is the oidei in whieh soeiil k nning his attaincel a peak 
Furtlici obscisation and cxpenmcntaiion with subhuman primates 
should give us additional insight into human social kaining 

T. he primate order eomjniscs Icinuis taisieis monkeys, apes, and 
man Man himself must hi\e evoked liom some simple loim that 
branehed oil the piimale tice beloie the ilillcicntiation ol an> ol the 
piesentlv existing anthreipoiel apes including the gibbo is Some pioto 
gibbonoid t\pe devoid ol anything appioaehing human cultute mav 
have provided the stem liom which evolved multiple millions eil yeais 
ago a rathei atypical piimate, the human being unusual lor his degiec 
ol terrestrial adaptation Ins cainivoious tendeneies, and his slightly ex 
aggeiatcd eciebial develojimeiit Llnloitunatel)r the histoiv ol the de 
velopment of eneultuiatioii in this sjiceies, the only pinnate species to 
attain a highly oigani/ed eultuie, is unknown and piobabl) will be 
forever lost This eneultuiatioii inclueks the development ol a s)stem 
of communication designed to cxpiess m ic than emotional states and 
• 121 
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physiological needs, the development of social groups that carry out 
specialized functions within a larger social milieu, and the development 
and control of the basic tools and implements — fire, the knife, the axe, 
the bow, the fabrication of stones and metals — that made it possible for 
neural structure to gain ascendancy over bone and muscle. 

Although man is not descended directly from any existing primate, 
and although man’s cultural evolution is forever lost, study of the be- 
havioral characteristics of present primate lor ms and the nature of their 
social organizations may give limited information as to the kinds of 
problems which the human species must have faced during its cultural 
development and may even provide insight into the reasons lor basic 
problems which the present-day still only scmicivilized homo, some- 
what sapiens, faces. 

PRIMATE SOCIAL BEHAVIOR 

Many millions of years ago, probably befote the emergence ol the 
proto-human being, the primate stock was split into two separate divi- 
sions or sections: the New World or Catarrhiiie monkeys and the Old 
World or Platyrrhine monkeys. The New World monkeys never pro- 
duced a higher lorm — ^gibbonoid, anthropoid, or humanoid, wlicieas 
multiple higher forms were produced by the Old W^orld primates. 
From a social psychology point of view this may have been a vast evo- 
lutionary error, for the scanty evidence that we have suggests that the 
New World forms were inherently more social in their behavior than 
the Old World primates. I’herc is some reason to believe that these 
South American monkeys arc by native disposition less cruel and less 
savage, more kindly and more social in relationships with other mem- 
bers of their group than are Old World monkeys. They come far 
closer to being born into the ten commandments than their Eurasian 
relatives. The studies conducted by Maslow (27) at the Wisconsin Lab- 
oratory indicate that dominance is less strong, less generalized, less 
brutal, and less cruel in the New World monkeys than it is in the Old 
World forms. Unfortunately, Maslow’s studies represent only prelimi- 
nary investigations; the subjects were few and species sampling was in- 
complete. But it is striking to note that Maslow’s experimental data 
correlate w'ith behavioral observations of New and Old World monkeys 
in their natural, state-in-the-wild kind of social organization. It is al- 
ways possible, of course, that all or part of tlie apparent dilicrence be- 
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tween the two divisions in social amity deiives horn differential expe- 
riences from early infancy lather than differential inheiitance. 

The species ol Platynhinc monkeys whose social organization has 
been most intensely studied is that of the howling monkeys. Alouatta 
palliata, according to Carpenter (6), form social gioiips a\craging about 
17 animals and including as man) as 35 menibeis. These bands fre- 
quently contain several matuic males and several mature females, pro- 
viding a sufficient number of adult animals for seiious internecine 
strife. Yet the howling monkeys live in a state of social bliss probably 
unmatched by any otliei piiinitive piimatc “ciiltuie,” not even exclud- 
ing the highly cooperative Ziini, Dakota, or Bathonga cultuies {29). 
Adult how lei males do not fight adult males, adult females do not fight 
adult iemalcs, and there exists not even a battle between the sexes. The 
infant animals struggle and tussle as they lomp and play, but when 
they leach an age and state in which such play could result in pain and 
iiijuiy, they abstain horn these activities and live a pioj^er howling life 
of peace at any price. It is an inteicsting obseivation that these are tfip 
only piimates that aie not polyandrous, polygynous, 01 monogamous. 
Instead, they aie completely piomiscuous — the only piimate gtoup to 
be so desciibed. Whethei this is to be legarded as a compensatory j)en- 
alty foi an otherwise iclyllic existence 01 a lewaid for social viitue lies 
beyond the piovince ol a ps)cliologist to decide. 

Each howling monkey band has its own tenitoiy, even though the 
geographic ouiliins aie neithei piecisely maiked nor inajiped. Because 
of this imperfect majqnng, boidei clisagieenients occasionally arise be- 
tween two howling monkey gioups, but tlieie is iievci physical violence 
or bloodshed. Instead, the battle is one of woids, 01 inou piccisely, vo- 
cali/atioiis — gieatei in amplitude, shoitei in duration, and infinitely 
moie clfcxtive than anything that has come liom the Chambei of the 
Security Council of the United Nations. Iheie are, of couise, no Rus- 
sian howling monkeys. The group vocalization (ontests have a faint 
homologue in the Ammassahk Eskimos' individualistic chum-matches 
in which the competiiois tiy to best each other in the volume of sound 
they pioducc by then chum beating and singing. But these Eskimos do 
not leach the howling monkey ideal of battle by pine vocalization, 
since Miisky reports (32, p. 69) that “the singer mocks the other in a 
number of ways, by snorting and biea thing right in his face, by but- 
ting him with his foiehcad so that he tumbles over.” 
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From one point of view a tragedy and from another a parodox, the 
section of primates probably by nature the more anti^social, was des- 
tined to produce the species that were to form the largest and most 
complex social groups culminating in those organized by man. In Mas- 
low's studies of dominance it was the Old World monkeys that were 
brutal, savage, and quick to behave in a manner mirroring man's in- 
humanity to man. Perhaps the largest primate social organizations, 
aside from human, are formed by baboons whose social groups may in- 
clude some dozens or hundreds of members. Such communal living is a 
trium})h for an animal that gives every indication of being anti-social 
from an early age. Baboons are completely rugged individualists. Large 
male baboons steal food from middle-si/cd male baboons, who in turn 
steal from small male baboons, all of whom steal food from female 
baboons, who will snatch food from their children's mouths. All ba- 
boons are born free and equal, but the large baboons catch on very 
quickly. 

, Zuckerrpan (37) has described the behavior of Hamadryas baboons 
in the fabricated rocky caves of Monkey Hill in the London Zoo. an 
environment still more limiting and offering less chance for escape from 
other baboons than the natural habitat. 'Fhc most striking observation 
in this situation was the shrinking population as the baboons gradu- 
ally decimated their ranks in a series ol gladiatorial combats surj)assed 
in their sadistic fury only by the Roman emperors who, according to 
historians, were human beings. Baboons fought for feittales. they fought 
for food, and they fought apparently because there were available ba- 
boons and nothing else to light. If any baboon uttered what Zucker- 
man calls the fear-threateni ng cry, other baboons quickly assembled 
dressed to the teeth with their most intense emeigency reactions. In the 
wild, no doubt, they destroyed a common enemy, but in the absence of 
a common enemy in the captive state, they sublimated by destroying 
each other. Zuckeiman recounts the case of a large male baboon who, 
for some unaccountable rea.son, was just sitting quietly. A small baboon 
gave the fear-threatening cry in his presence and rushed away. The un- 
fortunate animal was quickly surrounded by other male baboons who, 
after a hasty Senate investigation, probably decided he suffered from 
guilt by association and promptly tore him limb from limb. Baboons 
killed in the wild typically give evidence of having been lacerated by 
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toothy animals and the commonest tooth marks are baboon tooth 
marks. 

But the baboons have no monopoly on brutal dominance. Maslow's 
experimental studies indicate that brutal dominance is the rule and not 
the exception among Old World or Catarrhine monkeys. Maslow and 
Flanzbaum (28) tested ten pairs oi three different species of macaques 
for dominance. The tests were made in a cage approximately three feet 
square and five feet high. Daily twenty-minute tests were made until 
the behavior of the pair of animals was judged to have stabilized or 
until 30 observation periods had been completed. Twenty small pieces 
of apple were automatically introduced into the test cage during each 
test period. Results indicate consistency in the dominance responses of 
the individual animals, and in the l)ehavioral repertoire characterizing 
dominance. Bullying, pie-empting the limited available food, initiating 
of fighting, and assumption of the masculine position in copulatory be- 
havior regardless of sex were prominent ascendant traits. The only in- 
dication of positive social responses lay in grooming behavior, whiclj 
was usuallv ieui-^ted by the dominant animal. 

The extremely strong and brutal dominance responses of the monkey 
under relatively natural living conditions have been described by Car- 
penter (9) for the Santiago Island Rhesus Colony. The strength of this 
dominance is indicated by the fact that a gioup of seven males ob- 
served for a month showed a straight-line dominance order. T he su- 
premely dominant male was judged to be more than fifty times as 
dominant as the least dominant male on the basis of the frequency of 
observed behavioral patterns indicating pieccdcnce or aggression. Bru- 
tal dominance was also desciibcd by Harlow and Yudin (18) who ob- 
served cage-mates in the Vilas Park Zoo. IVo young mandrills were so 
attached that, when separated, they cried and wailed for hours until 
reunited, but when they were put together and oflered lood, the female 
quickly returned to her most frecpient cage avocation of beating the 
smaller male. When food was offered to a green monkey in another 
group, all other monkeys in the cage fled, but even so, he did not touch 
the food until he had first brutally assaulted the other monkeys. Rhesus 
monkeys, even adult rhesus monkeys, will usually live amicably paired 
in cages it they survive the original pairing procedure. But ifie initial 
p,airing of adult animals is trequently a bi eath-taking experience. We 
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originally built our monkey cages in a manner that enabled the ani- 
mals to reach into neighboring cages, but it became necessary to re- 
model the quarters because we were losing so many rhesus fingers there 
was threat of disruption of our entire test program. 

Little is known about the social organization of the anthropoid apes. 
The orangutans (8) and gibbons (7) probably live in family groups and 
the chimpanzees (33) and gorillas (5) may form small multiple-family 
organizations. It is possible that the anthropoids show less brutal domi- 
nance than the lower Old World forms. Perhaps their social organiza- 
tion is so simple that there is little cause for frequent elicitation of anti- 
social behaviors. It may be that the individual members of anthropoid 
social groups learn more readily to adjust to their respective roles and, 
by appropriate techniques, minimize violent forms of behavior. But 
even in the small chimpanzee social groups that Nissen sought to ob- 
serve in Africa, there were frequent sounds of lighting and cries of pain 
from the locations in which the groups had established their temporary 
quarters for the night and morning. 

The picture we have given of the Old World primates, including 
man, is that of an anti-social animal that, nevertheless, may live in 
fairly large social groups. In all likelihood this picture is correct. It is 
probable that all Old World primates are liighly self-siillicieni, self- 
reliant animals whose primary concerns arc strongly self-centered. It is 
highly probable that they arc inherently elficicnt fighting units whose 
aggressive responses are easily lelcased and are suj)p( 5 rted by intense 
emergency-type inteinal responses. Certainly the primates are not truly 
social animals like many of the inserts. "I’he social lole ol any individ- 
ual in a primate society is continually subject to change, whereas by 
original nature different membets ol ceiiain social insect sj)ccies 
throughout their life span automatically subserve diverse specialized, 
socially-useful fiiiu tioiis. 

ROLE OF LEARNING IN PRIMATE SOCIAL 
BEHAVIOR AND PERSONALITY 

It is possible, of course, that men, baboons, and rhesus monkeys are 
inherently as social as the howling monkeys and that the conception of 
the Old World animal as a societal-living but anti-social creature by 
nature is fallacious. We mentioned earlier Maslow's studies on the dif- 
ferential strength of the dominance drive in New and Old World mon- 
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keys, but we should iiankly recognize that neither these studies nor the 
observations of monkeys in the wild give any definitive answer to our 
questions. Almost all of Madow’s animals were approaching maturity. 
Much of their life histoiy was unknown, but undoubtedly included the 
influences of maternal controls and other within spec ies social behav- 
iors. Actually we know all too little about the nature and strength of 
the dominance response or any othcT kind of social response in mon- 
keys of different ages, or in monkeys of diflerent species with factors of 
age and experience controlled. 

We have already stated that no animal other than man has a true 
culture in the sense ol an organized body of knowledge passed down 
from generation to gener.ition. In a limited sense, however, any animal 
living in a group and cajralrle of facile learning must develop a sem- 
blance ol a culture, since it must have learned to be influenced in its 
behavior by the ways ol its fellows. It is possible th.it dominance re- 
sponses in howling monkeys and baboons would not difler il the mem- 
bers ol the two species weie reared in isolation or in an environmeirt 
devoid of representatives ol their own sjrecies, or if the young of both 
species were reared in soci.il environments ecjually benign or ecjually 
savage. 

MasIcrwS picmeeiing studies show that eflicient and reliable measures 
of pi imatc social behav lor can be obtaiired. It would be a comparatively 
simple mailer to lest the cllec t cjI various environments upon such basic 
social jraiterns a‘ dcmuiiance and grooming in rhesus memkeys, in New 
World monkeys, and, il suflicicnt funds were available, in anthropoid 
apes. Since rhesus moirkc’ys breed icMclil) in captivity and are imported 
in cjuantity, it would be relatively easy and inexperrsivc to obtain new- 
born animals (or b-weck-old animals if one wished to dispense with 
bottle feeding), le.u them under a variety erf soci.il environments, and 
test the eflect oi these diverse environments on personal-social traits. 
"[ his would be particularly easy in any school sufliciently far south that 
the animals could be housed and maintained in unheated outdoor 
living and test cages. Even the infairi rhesus monkey is a hardy animal 
and could easily maintain himself after weaning in unheated outdoor 
living c[uaiters if the temperatures did not fall below freezing lor any 
long period of time, (iioups of four animals would no doubt be suffi- 
fient to give representative data on the eflects of any experimental 
social environment one wished to study. 
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The first obvious situation to investigate would be isolation, except 
for specified social test periods made perhaps at six-month or one-year 
intervals. One can only conjecture what the results might be on such 
responses as grooming and dominance. It is entirely possible, of course, 
that the animals might show as much disregard for members of their 
own species as members of different species have been reported to show 
for each other in the wild. Carpenter, for example, has reported that 
howling monkeys and spider monkeys may cross paths in their natural 
habitat without aggressive social interchange. It may well be that ani- 
mals in isolation would show strong positive social responses such as 
co-operative playing and grooming and either fail to show the violent 
dominance responses involving assault or threatened assault which 
characterize the adolescent and adult rhesus monkey, or show them in 
much milder form. It is possible, of course, that the essentially anti- 
social and egocentric brutal dominance responses are maturationally 
determined and would appear as early and in as violent a form in 
animals reared in isolation as in animals reared in a rhesus monkey or 
baboon environment. .Stone’s observations (35) of the effects of inter- 
changing the litters of wild rats and albino rats soon after birth demon- 
strate the feasibility and importance of techniques such as we suggest. 

Carpenter (10, pp. 256-257) has already conjectured concerning the 
results of an experiment similar in type but somewhat more pretentious 
in scope than ours. He writes as follows: 

Raise in isolation animals of the species, but of the rigtit sex and age to 
compose a group which meets the requiicnicnts of the lormula tor the average 
group characteristic of a species. These individuals will tlien be released to- 
gether. What will happen? Some may so fear othcis tliat they flee. Some will 
be antagonistic and fight. Others will form into groups atu* lemain together. 
In general, the synthetic gioup experiment will not fall together, as had been 
hoped or predicted, into a single oigani/ation. Why? Even though the social 
drives are operative and social incentives are present, the monkeys have not 
been conditioned to each other. They have not been socialized — i.e., they have 
not learned to make fitting responses to each other as complexes of stimuli. 
What is lacking is what I have called integration. 

Social integration is conceived to begin with birth and to involve definable 
processes of social learning and adjustment. These processes arc organic and 
involve the expressions and satisfactions of physiological drives. From one 
viewpoint, effective social integration of an individual conditions it in a man- 
ner to make it responsive to the communicative acts, motor expressions in- 
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eluding gestures, and voralizations. These communicative acts, involving spe- 
cific stimuli patterns and fitting responses, constitute the core of group coordi- 
nation Let it be remembered that the stimulus aspects of communicative acts 
cannot be operatise except on a background of social integration — le, ani- 
mals which are conditioned to each other 

A second kind of enviionnicnt that would pioxide inteiesting data 
would be the enviionmcnt of abundance in which the satisfying agents 
of the animals* needs would be evci available Multiple shelters and 
multiple play and exercise devices would always be piesent All desiia- 
blc foods would be obtainable in numcious, stpaiau places In short, 
competition would never be requiied to supply any ol the animals' 
basic wants If it wcic feared that this kind ol plenty would introduce 
an uncon ti oiled vanable of obesity, one could accustom the animals 
fiom the time ol weaning (o eat at appiopriaie tunes in individual feed- 
ing eompaitments Initially and individuall) the animals would be 
tiained to obtain food in a paitieulu locality and to avoid the leeding 
places of the othei animals In pieliminaiy ventuies it might be well v£ 
all ol the tiaimd to expect the moie abundant life were of 

the same sex It is not nuoneeivable that an environment such as this 
might lead to an augmentation ol the positive social responses and to 
reduction or even elimination ol aggressive behavior 

An obvious thud seicial environment ’ ould be one stimulating 
strong competition loi the satislaetion of essential needs throughout the 
life span of the animals Individual living cages ol varying degrees of 
desirability would lx arranged in the living pen A single exercise or 
play device would be available Vt the pinnaiy leedimr interval, food 
would be offered from a single dispensing unit thus putting a picmiiim 
on aggression by delaying the leeding ol some animals m the group. 
Fw'O hours after the basic lation had been dispensed — a time which 
should allow all loui animals to obtnn a maintenance diet — a limited 
quantity of tidbit foods such as giapes oranges, and bananas eoiilel be 
piesented in a single containci and thus piovide a situation to induce 
overt aggression m some anel timidity and avoidance in othei animals. 
It IS possible that animals leaied under these conditions would make 
few or no positive social i espouses Howlci monkevs so trained might 
show the cruel dominance patterns ehaiaete iistic of ihe sus monkeys and 
baboons. 

The effects of our different social environments could be measured 
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not only by observation of the animals in their living quarters, but also 
by periodic tests under experimental conditions utilizing basic tech- 
niques that have already been rather well explored — experimental tech- 
niques such as those reported by Maslow for measuring dominance, hy 
Harlow for social facilitation of feeding, and even perhaps those by 
Crawford for co-operative behavior measures in the chimpanzee. 

There can be no question that siuh expeiiments would give stiiking 
and significant data. All authoiities lecogni/e that the nature of pri- 
mate social organizations is greatly influenced by learning. The experi- 
ments would supply data concerning the extent and permanence of 
learning. 

Once social groups arc formed by monkeys, they show considerable 
degree of solidarity and cohesi\cness, and c\en though there is quarrel- 
ing among the members of the “in-group/* the reactions to any “out- 
group" members are far more violent. Thus Caii)entei reports (lo, p. 
251): “Only a short time may pass after a ‘foreign' female has entered 
tlie sphere of a well organized group until she wotild be recognized and 
usually attacked and driven from the group or killed." Particularly he 
recounts the case of one female who, wdien sexually receptive, was ac- 
cepted by a foreign group but upon teiinination of estrus was diiven 
from the group. And, with regaicl lor hei own well being, she appar- 
ently departed with less fury than that commonly asciibed to the female 
scorned. 

The speaker has observed groups of monkeys in adjacent cages both 
in the Madison Zoo and in the AV^isconsin Piimate Laboiatoiy. No 
matter how much c[uaireling there is within cages, all membets of a 
cage group put up a common liont when tlueatened by the lorcigners 
in the next cage. AVhen the common enemy thieatens, a "cage conscious- 
ness" cpiickly devcloj)s and a tempoiaiy stiong national feeling is en- 
gendered that would do credit to any Balkan (ountTy. This "cage 
consciousness" is an obviously learned piocc'ss, and its study under 
experimental conditions should provide infoimation concerning the 
forces operating in the formation and maintenance of basic primate 
social groups. 

The effect of varied and extreme environments upon the behavior of 
animals has, of course, frequently been studied, rhere arc many studies, 
such as those by Lout tit (25), Stone (36), and Beach (2), of the effect 
of isolation on the sex behavior of guinea pigs and lats. At the present 
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time there is a considerable number of studies completed or in progress 
relating to the influence of some special condition introduced early in 
life on the behavior ol the animal later in life. These ha\e been pri- 
marily inspired by Hunt’s pioneer investigation (21) ol the effect of 
food deprivation in infancy on subseejuent hoaiding behavior in rats. 
As tar as I know, howevei, tlieie aie no studies ol tlie effects ol extreme 
environments maintained for prolonged peiiods on the total peisonality 
of any animal. Tlie ihesus monkey would be an ideal animal lor such 
study. The young iliesus is small, stuidy, and easily and cheaply main- 
tained. At the same time he exhibits a wealth of l:)ehavior tfiat can be 
tested effectively. I he prime iccjuiiement loi conducting such a study 
is spare in a iclatively mild climate. Since Wisconsin does not affoid 
such an environment, we have not been able to conduc t these lesearches 
0111 selves, but we might be able to piovide newhoni 01 infant animals 
to an inteiested expeiimenter who has the lecpiisite facilities. 

Our knowledge ol cultinal gioups, lioth human and subhuman, has 
been piimaiily deiivcd bom the study of continuous cultiues in whirji 
each genci is subjected to the pie-established patterns ol the pre- 
vious generation 01 generations. Our knowledge ol the effect ol cultural 
impacts should be extended by the technujue of discontinuous cultures 
— the study of ihe development ol animals, and as complex and human- 
like animals as pcjssiblc, brought u|) iminflMenccd liy their parents or 
other uncontrollcxl membeis of then group. A semblance of this has 
been applied by Dennis (13) to a pan of human twins in eaily infancy, 
but the envhonmental lestrictions were necessarily limited and expeii- 
mciital ccmtiols were larking. 

Desirable as such human studies might be, it is obviously impractical 
to continue them tliiougli any consider afile jioiticm of an individuars 
life. Ihere ran hardh be airy c|uestion that a systematic study oL pro- 
longed exposure ol a subhuman primate such as the rhesus monkey to 
an extreme environment vnoliIcI vastly influence later behavior. Rieseii 
(34) has sliowm that an enviicmrnent ol extreme visual deprivation pro- 
foundly influences chimpan/ees’ and monkeys’ visual responses and 
ability to learn such responses. There are three cases of chimpanzees 
studied in an extreme environment, a human environment* the original 
study of Gua by Kellogg (22). the longer study ol Fin by ImucIi (15), 
and the current research by Hayes (17) on Viki. The human environ- 
ment seems to have influenced markedly the soci.il behavior and per- 
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sonality of all three subjects, a finding that lends credence to the hy- 
pothesis that the imposition of even more extreme environments might 
produce still more drastic deviations from the typical behavior of the 
various primate species. 

The anthropologists, on the basis of studies of comparative culture, 
have recently emphasized the role of the effect on basic personality 
structure of early training and regulation of the basic physiological 
drives of hunger and elimination. Permissive versus restrictive cultures 
have been studied and interpretations have been made, usually in terms 
of psychoanalytic concepts. Unfortunately, it is not possible to carry 
out controlled studies, since cultures do not vary in single character- 
istics but alwa)s show multiple differences based on a host of uncon- 
trollable factors. 'Fherc is an ofnious need to supplement these ob- 
servational anthropological studies with ligorous experimental studies 
on subhuman animals subjected to various permissive and restrictive 
training procedures duting infancy and even the subsequent years. 
LiCvy’s pioneer researches (23) on the sucking behavior of puppies give 
some indication that this type of trjiining can affect a behavioral trait. 
Puppies fed through frec'-flowing ni))|)les shewed extra-feeding sucking 
to a far gieater degree than puppies obtaining milk through small- 
holed nipples. 

At the W'isconsin Laboratory we have reared two rhesus monkeys 
isolated soon after birtli Ir-om mothers unable to nurse them adec|uatcly. 
Both of these monkeys were led by medicine dio]>pers aiicl both bec ame 
persistent and prolcmged thumbsuckers. Indeed, one of these animals 
developed an elongated and deformed thumb. A third infant was sep- 
arated from his mother at six wc:ek.s of age and sent to the University of 
Chicago where he, too, developed habitual thumbsucking. We have 
never observed thumbsucking in any other of the dozen infants born 
and reared by their mothers at the laboratory, nor ha\c we ever ob- 
served thuinbsucking in any other monkey. Such incidental observation 
of a persistent bc^havioral dillerence associated with an atypical, though 
uncontrolled, training j^roceclure. suggests that striking results might be 
obtained if rigorously controlled studies were conducted of the response 
variations resulting front varying degrees of adec|uacy of satiatiorr of the 
physiological drives. 

It is probably not feasible on the basis of comparative studies of 
cultures to assay the exact effect of infantile training procedures in- 
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dependent of the effect of procedures carried out in post-infancy. Cul- 
tures and also individuals that are either restricti\c or permissive in 
inculcating routine habits in carl^ childhood show a strong tendency to 
continue such pioceduics in other training throughout childhood and, 
indeed, until t?he period oi independence or partial independence of 
the progeny Thus, it wc wish to study not onlv the cflect oi a special 
type ot training on personal social development, but particularly the 
influence oi such training during a limited peiiod oi an individuars 
life, we arc of necessity forced to go beyond the data affoided by com 
parative culture teehnicjues Information bearing on sueh matters 
might be obtainable iioin subhuman animals and we should oi course 
recommend the use ot subjects as closely akin to nnn as possible Cer 
tainly with monkeys it would be possible to measure the influence on 
personal social traits oi eithei peimissivc or lestnctive training tech 
nicpies earned out consistently throughout infancv to measure the el 
Icet oi early permissive technujues followed by restrictive teehnicjues 
at any given period, and to measuic the effect oi restiictive teehnicjues 
followed by permissive teehnicjues at any desired age I he j^ossibilities 
latent in such exjjeiiments or the limitations intrinsie to such an aj) 
proach, cannot even be guessed since the background lescirches for 
such studies are either ineomjrletc oi irone\isient 

Failuie to cairy out studies of this t)jx jrartirlly arises from then 
longterm, longituehnal iiatuie They are unfortunately, not tire kind 
of investigations which can be farmed out convenientlv to our graduate 
students At the same tune we must lace the fact tint the lutuie prog 
less of jrsvchology and esjreciall) social j3sycholog) dejrends in large 
j>ait uj3on our willingness, if not e igerness to conduei such studies 

STRESS, LANGUAGE, MOTIVATION, AND LEARNING 
Research on SLibhunnn animals jrar tuulailv learning studies, may 
jnovide social psychological theoiy with valuable data of a more gen 
cral tvjx than those rejrusenied in the jneviouslv reviewed studies or 
hvjrothetual studies Basic and theoictical inloiniation ibout neuroses, 
anxiety states, fundamental jjcisonrhty meehanisms motivation, and 
even the natuie oi leaining can be obt lined using subhuman animals 
Comparative psychology has ahead) built iijr i vci) consider rble liteia 
ture on the role of learning in the cle\t ’ojnnent of neuioses These 
’studies stem from the classical researches of Pavlov and his pupils and 



134 HAHRY F. HARLOW 

include a long seiies oi studies by Liddell and co-workers (24) who in- 
vestigated experimental neuroses in dogs, sheep, and goats. Subse- 
quently, studies by Cook (11) at Minnesota and Bijou (3, 4) at Iowa 
ha\e shown that such behavioral states can be developed in the 1 at. J'he 
essential conditions lor the experimental neuroses apjjeai to be an ex- 
tremely strong drive, either hunger 01 shock, from which the animal 
has no escape except by correct lesponses to a problem which is de- 
libeiately designed to be beyond the limits ol his ability and thus to 
provide no nioie than partial leinloi cement. 

Conditions analogous to human neinoses have been set up in these 
animals and in many cases the abnormal behavior has gciieiali/ed be- 
)ond the expeiimental training situation. "These studies ha\e perhaps 
elucidated basic conditions ioi neurosis, and ha\e shown that states 
similar to the neurotic state in man can be piocluced in lowei animals. 
It must be admitted liankly, howe\ci, that the studies have piovided 
little or no new inloimation conceining the nature oi human neuroses, 
and some authorities have even questioned the comparability of experi- 
ihental neuroses in animals with the various neurotic conditions in 
man. It may be ol iirteiest here to note that human neurotic conditions 
are typically based on the lailurc oi social adjustmenis — the in.drility ol 
the individual to adjust to his social group. As lar as the spc'aker know's, 
no comparative psychologist has attcmiptc'd to inciiue experimental 
neurosis in suirhuman animals by use oi an inescapable motive oi a 
social nature which drives the animal to attempt solution by an adjust- 
ment to members oi his species, even though constantly rebufied. In- 
creasing inlor maticjii abcrut social motivation in animals and knowledge 
of their allccticmal needs might enable us in the near luturc to conduct 
far mcjre elficient studies ol experimental neuroses than have yet been 
reported. A goal, oi course, in the production ol expen imerrlal neuroses 
in animals is to produce a subject better adajrted than the mentally ill 
patient ierr the study ol basic te-educ ational techniques and procedures. 

A number o\ invesiigators have developed in suirhuman animals re- 
sponse j)atier'ns that either are anahigous or homologous to varuiiis 
basic Freudian personality rrrechanisrns. Illustrative ol these experi- 
mentally induced response patterns is that oi displacement, reported by 
Miller (31) in a study oi rats. 

Six pairs oi rats were placed, one pair at a time, on a charged electric 
grid and trained to strike vigorously at each other to effect cessation of 



LEVELS OF INTEGRATION 135 

shock. 1 he animals were subsequently tested in a balanced temporal 
Older under two conditions: in pairs with a doll and singly with a 
doll. Failed, the animals struck at each other moie Irecjuently than at 
the doll, and the difference was significant. Placed alone with the doll 
and shocked, all of these rats knocked down the doll, hall by striking 
and half in irrelevant ways. Only one of an untiained rontiol group 
stiuck at the doll before knocking it down in irrelevant ways. The dif- 
feience approaches statistical significance. 

Til spite ol the fact that there is almost no liteiature on the jiroblem, 
it would appear that language, especially vocalized language in animals, 
meiits investigation. CaipenterS field studies ol the howling monkey 
and the gibbon have suggested that peihaps vocal language is a nioie 
elhcient tool in guiding the social lyhavioi of these animals than may 
have been supposed. Caijicnter believes that howler monkeys may 
possess fillecn to twenty difleient vocal signals, even though he could 
(leaily describe and analyze only nine. 1 he same nuinber of clifTeient 
tvpes of vocalization have been identified loi gibbons. It is not at all 
unlikely tha*^ this ('\liemely caielul and cautious investigatoi , woiking 
undei the unlavoiable obseivational conditions of the wild, undeiesti- 
mated lathei than ovei estimated the total i.inge of meaninglul vocaliza- 
tions. 

(lasual observations in our own laboiatoiy have indicated a very 
considerable abilitv ol cage mates to communicate with each othei. 
Thus, calls of ore membei ol .i paii lestiained in the living cpiarteis 
will cause .in auim.il in a test loom to ce.ise woik even though these 
sounds aie only faintly audible to the human lestc'i. \et the same ani- 
mal will test undistuibed and inclifleient when similai and far more 
vigorous calls are being made b) animals either than the cage mate. 
Indec'd, the laint call ol a cage-mate may cause cessation of all w^oik, 
wliereas even the sounds ol fighting by other monkeys may go hugely 
ignorcxl. Ecjuallv stiiking results have been obseived in the response to 
vocalizations ol scp.nated mothers and inlants. It is more than possible 
that primates nr.ike tar more use of vocalizations in the wild than is 
commonly recognized, and it is possible that this range of calls and 
cries might be extended by apiiiopiiate training procedures. Certainly 
most laboratory housing conditions are dcsignc'd to extinguish experi- 
mentally accpiiied language communicaticars between animals. 

The language limitation of the great apes has always remained a 
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mystery, since these animals apparently possess effectors capable of 
differential articulation and since their intelligence, as indicated by 
their ready adaptation to most laboratory tests, appears to be far more 
than adequate to effect verbal responses. Many years ago the naturalist 
Furness (i6) reported that he had trained a young orangutan to speak 
two words in a meaningful manner. Since Furness, unlike most natu- 
ralists, reported failures as well as successes in his training techniques, 
special credence might be placed in his observations. At the present 
time Hayes (17) at the Yerkes I^aboratory of Primate Psychology, is 
carrying out a long study designed, among various other goals, to teach 
a young chimj)an/ce to speak. At last reports, Viki had attained an 
English vocabulary of three spoken words, although the meanings 
associated with these words apparently lack precision. Hayes believes 
that at least part of his success results from deliberate training of the 
animal to acquire an imitative “set" — a learned set to mimic the be- 
havior of his human associates. It is possible that by learning the social 
psychology of the chimpanzee, information will be gained on funda- 
mental mechanisms essential to acquired meaningful articulation, or 
conversely, it may turn out that study of the spoken language in the 
chimpanzee may indirectly lead to further knowledge of basic types of 
social motivation. Frankly, we are by no means hopehil that the study 
of language in animals will prove to be an unusually productive field, 
even though this problem has been and will continue to be particularly 
intriguing and beguiling. 

It is our belief that the study of the subhuman maminals, particularly 
the more advanced subluiman mammals, offers a rich field of research 
for the student of basic motivational theory. Present theory places loo 
much emphasis on the physiological drives of hunger, thirst, elimina- 
tion, and sex. It explains social drives as learned derivations oi the 
physiological drives. Many authorities even sujjposc the social drives 
remain dependent on physiological drive reinforcement after their 
derivation. 

During the last two years Meyer (30) has carried out extensive studies 
at the Wisconsin Primate Laboratory on the effect of hunger drive, 
measured by periods of food deprivation up to ^17 hours, on a variety of 
performances by monkeys. Somewhat to our surprise it has been found 
that the food deprivation period is a variable of no importance in 
determining the learning performance of the monkey. Learning by the 
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monkeys is equally efficient i hour, 23 hours, and 47 hours after eating. 
Likewise, the latency of their responses,* their orientation to the test 
situation, and activity in the test cage do not vary significantly with 
time since cat mg. It is possible, of couise, that monkeys are not familiar 
with modern motivational theory. It is also possible that the monkey 
is so closely related to man that he must be legarded as an “atypical" 
animal. 

It seemed only reasonable to us that hungry monkeys should be less 
discriminating in their choice of food than satiated monkeys and 
should show some tendency to choose on the basis of quantity rather 
than qualit). Initially, nouns were obtained on a group of eight mon- 
keys for Irequeiuy ol dioices of small pieces ol a prelcned food against 
larger pieces of a semi pieferred food. 1 hen we tested the same animals 
following 1, 23, and 47 hours of food depiivation. No significant differ- 
ences were uncoveiecl among tlie dcpination groups, although it is 
interesting to note that the 23-houi hungiy animals iscie, in fact, more 
lespoiishe to quality than to quantity and to a gi eater degiee than O^e 
I and 47-b'‘ti gioiqis (14). Again, our monkeys displayed a distiessing 
laith in psychological hedonism rathei than in the impoitance of drive 
condition. It is possible, of couise, that the cutics ^\ho so ably refuted 
hedonistic doc time thiiiy yeais ago may have made one small mistake 
— tliey ina) have been wrong. 

\Vc have found that monkeys can learn to solve mechanical pioblems 
which have nevci been associated with extiinsic incentive, and w'e have 
formally desciibed theii behavioi as motivated by a manipulation drive 
(20). Some monkeys, at least, appaiently solve pioblems as efficiently 
undei this condition as the most skilllul monke)s solv< these puzzles 
for a food rcwaul. 1 heie aie, of couise, many obscivations ol chimpan- 
zees’ and childien’s solving mechanical puzzles where the only obvious 
motivation has been cuiiosity 01 manipulation 

Common sense tells us that oui basic theories of motivation aie 
erroneous or at least incomplete'. It is oin obligation to devise e\peii- 
ments ol sufficient ingenuity and picxision to 1 educe the obvious to 
quantification. VVe once obseived, at the Vilas Paik Zoo in Madison, 
an adult oiangutan playing with two blocks of wood, one containing a 
cylindrical hole and the other a scpiaie hole, and two plungeis, one wdth 
.a circular and the other with a squaie face. lie tried lepeatedly to fit 
the square plug into the round hole. It is not the intellectual error 
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which is of interest, however, but the fact that he would frequently 
work for many minutes on a task which was not reinforced by thirst, 
hunger, elimination, or sex — unless one is willing to adopt an extreme 
psychoanalytic interpretation. 

We do not believe that monkeys, apes, and men are the only deviant 
mammals with respect to current motivational theory. We are con- 
vinced that cats can learn on the basis of a manipulatory drive which 
is not derived from primary physiological needs; we strongly suspect 
that an affcctional drive can be demonstrated in dogs under conditions 
which would preclude secondary conditioning to hunger; our faith is so 
boundless, we are even ex}^erimcnting on rats. 

We are convinced that social motivation is, in large if not predom- 
inant part, learned, but we remain unconvinced that the nature of all 
important fundamental mechanisms is now understood and we are 
skeptical if present learning theory is adequate to explain this impor- 
tant phase of the process. The subhuman animals, particularly those 
species capable of raj>id and elEcicnt learning, should and eventually 
will provide us with basic information for a comprehensive learning 
theory applicable to a wide variety of social situations. 

During the last live years we have studied the inter-problem or be- 
tween-problems learning in a long series of problems of a particular 
kind and have found that there is progressive improvement Irom prob- 
lem to problem in each scries. Problems of a kind, originally solved 
only after many errors, are eventually solved immediately and without 
errors. We have investigated this phenomenon in monkeys and children 
in a wide variety of behavior situations. We have tound no exceptions 
to our “learning set” theory and believe that it has broad applicabil- 
ity. 

After we had published a formulation of our theory we found that it 
had in princi[)le already been proposed by the anthropologist Rateson 
(2), who had described the phenomenon as “deutcro-lcarning“ and had 
italicized the words which we believed most descriptive of the theory, 
the animal learns to learn. Our contribution has been to provide ex- 
tensive, rigidly controlled emperimental data in support of such a 
theoretical formulation. Bateson wrote (2, p. 122): “We need some sys- 
tematic framew^ork or classiiication which shall show how each of these 
habits is related to the others, and such a classification might provide us 
with something approaching the chart we lack.” 



139 


LEVELS OF INTEGRATION 

Our own researches, we believe, provide or have begun to provide 
this “systematic framcwoik.” Bateson in his paper discusses the an- 
thropological implications ol such a theory. We have indicated its pos- 
sible role in personality loimation in a theoretical paper (19). Afagaiet 
(26) has suggested its operation in the clinical field in a latei papei. 
Our researches illustrate the kind of contribution that comparative 
jisyrhology can make to theoretical social psychology and the psychol- 
ogy of personality. 

In summaiy, we believe that the study of the lower animals with 
particulai rcterence to learning can be of set vice in aiding our undei- 
staiiding of problems ol social psychology in two ways. We may stud} 
in these animals the loices opeiating in the (oimation, maintenance, 
and dissolution of tlicir social gioups, and we may study by appiopriate 
experimental procedures the social foices operating to inlluence the 
loimation of basic social and personality traits. But the study of the 
behavior ol subhuman animals will make a less direct but c(|ually iin- 
])orlant contribution to social psychology in its seivice of .inaly/iiig, 
under rigidly '^ontiolled exjierirnental conditions, the lundamental 
nature ol neuioscs, personality mechanisms, motivation, and learning. 
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On Cultural and Psychological Reality 
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If, as has been stated, the concept ol “society” dominated the emergent 
social science of the ninciecnth centuiy, it may etjualh well l)e said that 
the exploration of the concept of “culture” has been one of the out- 
standing heuristic and operational concerns ol the social sciences dift- 
ing the first half of the twentieth. "I his has been especially true of the 
latter portion of this period when, the gioundwork ol preliminary 
analysis having been laid, the fruitfulness of the idea of culture in 
clarifying the under st<inding ol all aspects of human beha\ior began to 
diffuse into new fields. 

At this turn of the hali-centin y , then, it is particularly appropriate 
to explore some of the epistemological and methodological implications 
ol this concept which we use with such iiu leasing Irequenc) when we 
study the Iric of man. Twcnty-fi\e years ago, the Ihincrsity lecturer 
wlio employed the term found it necessary to devote m hour’s dis- 
cussion, or r\cn more, to distinguish “culture” in the scientific sense 
from the conception ol “culture” as something which marks the be- 
havior ol a specialized segment of our society. I'oday a word of caution 
suffices, and one may then safely pass on to developing the theme of 
the nature and function ol the phenomenon as a subject for scientific 
analysis. 

Nor are definitions of culture any longer the subject of appreciable 
controversy. There are few social scientists who today won hi refuse to 
accept, in principle at least, the classical s uement ol Tylor that culture 
*is “that complex whole which includes knowledge, belief, art, morals, 
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law, custom and any other capabilities and habits acquired by man as a 
member of society*' (i). Even short delimitations, such as "Culture is 
the learned behavior of a people," or “Culture is the man-made part of 
the environment," bring on no more than critiques of detail as concerns 
implication or scope. In this category of discussion may be placed the 
current controveisy, largely turning on points of method, whether 
language is to be studied as a part of culture, or as a phenomenon to be 
analyzed in terms of an autonomy of its own («). 

What are some of the points on which all students of culture share 
common ground? It is essential that this solid conceptual base be made 
explicit as we move toward the far more debatable cpiestions that con- 
stitute the terms of reference for this discussion. All students of culture 
agree, in the first place, that though marr^ physical structure and in- 
herent mental endowment afford the starting-point lor culture in the 
sense that culture is a peculiarly human phenomenon, there is no ge- 
netic explanation, such as racial endowments, for the many particular 
characteristics of the many different cultures that comprise the ways of 
life of different human grou[)s. They are. further, agreed that culture is 
the instrument whereby men meet the demands of their natural setting 
— their habitat, or environment, in the strict use of the term — ^molding 
it to their purposes within the limitations placed by technological and 
other aspects of their ways of living. All agree that every culture con- 
stantly changes; the search for an understanding of the dynamics of 
culture has always prominently marked the work of students of culture. 
It is likewise accepted that culture, as a phenomenon suscej>til)le of 
scientific study, exhibits regularities of structure and process. These, it 
is recognized, permit the drawing of generalizations that will ultimaicly 
allow us to achieve prediction in terms of those probabilities that must 
always be take n into account in scicniific analysis, and, in these terms, 
similarly to achieve some measure of scientific control. 

Of all agreements, however, the most basic is the proposition, derived 
from the fiist two points just indicated, that culture is learjied. Whether 
it be held that a culture subsumes the behavior of a group of individ- 
uals, or that it is something which, existing by and of itself, holds indi- 
viduals in its grasp as puppets dancing on the strings of custom, none 
denies that the adaptation of the individual to the way of life of his 
group derives from his capacity to learn that way and to cope with its 
demands. The phenomenon of learning, in the broadest meaning of the 
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term, thus affords us an alMmportant lead in our attempt to analyze 
the problem of cultural and psychological reality, and points the path 
which we must now explore. 

Learning is essentially a process which marks the maturation of the 
individual, and, in the final analysis, is employed best to designate the 
non-biological or modified biological lesponses he comes to control in 
effectively mastering the demands of his total setting. In the process of 
growing up, that is, the individual must, if he is to survive, adapt him- 
self to his natural setting, and to the other individuals with whom he is 
to come into contact. But this is not all; he must also come to control 
those resources of the ways of life of the particular grouj 3 into which he 
is born that arc essential to his survival as an individual. He must ac- 
quire its language, he must have a measure of awareness of its tradi- 
tionally sanctioned conceptions of the universe, he will come to know 
its accepted modes of self-expression in musical and at :Istic and literary 
forms, he must order his life in terms ol its value-systems and recognized 
goals. He must, in short, make a trij^le adaj>tation — to his natural set- 
ting, to the iellow-members of his society, and to the patterns of his 
culture. 

Holding the natural environment as a constant, something given in 
the experience of all members ol a particular society, we thus have these 
three dimensions of human exjrerience — behavior, society, and culture, 
riiese terms will at once be recogni/ed as the key concepts of the three 
disciplines of Psychology, vSociology, and Anthropology. 7 hey arc phe- 
nomena that, in decreasing numbers, maik oil organisms as we move up 
the phylogenetic scale in the biological serir*s. All anini^ds, that is, have 
characteristic modes of behavior, but by no means all arc social animals, 
while none but man has culture. From another point of view, and as 
concerns man, the order ol magnitude is reversed; behavior always re- 
duces itself to the behavior ol an individual in a given situation; social 
institutions reflect modes of beha\ior in inter-personal relations; cul- 
tural behavior comprises the totality of the sanctioned responses of a 
people. 

Now these facets of human existence, or of the life of lower orders 
where any of them is germane, are acquired as the result of processes 
which can be differentiated in a mannci amilar to that in which the 
phenomena themselves are to be distinguished. Adult behavior of any 
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creature, it scarcely needs be pointed out here, is in the main the result 
of those conditionings or of those imitative or volitional reactions that 
we have termed learning. Those particular learned elements in be- 
havior that have to do with the adjustment of one member of a social 
group, animal or human, to his society, is termed socialization. The 
third process, under which culture is learned, less well known than the 
two that have been given, is to be termed enculturation. The necessity 
for this last term arises from the tact that, since by general agreement, 
only man has that body of learned behavior we call culture, cumula- 
tively handed on from generation to generation by the symbolisms of 
language, while man shares with many other forms the designation 
^‘social," the concepts of society and culture are thus to be diflerentiated 
and the processes whereby the organism adapts himself to the two must 
likewise be distinguished. 

It would be fallacious to conceive these three processes as mechanisms 
operating independently ol one another. In man, that is, much of be- 
havior is the result of the particular conditioning the individual re- 
ceives as a member ol his society, in terms ol the accepted patterns of 
its culture. Phrased somewhat differently, it may be said that learning 
is channelled, especially during the early years ol lile, by the experience 
of socialization, while his relations with other membeis ol his society, 
in terms ol his creative efforts no less than of his conloiniity, will be 
effected through the process of encidturation. Essentially, it depends on 
the focus of interest as to which term — learning, sociali/aiion, encul- 
turation — will be most relevant in approaching a given topic in the 
study of human behavior. The results of learning, as far as the indi- 
vidual is concerned, are nianilest in a social setting and in terms ol his 
culture; cultural patterns are the consensuses ol individual behavior 
patterns; and both are maintained in oideily Jorm by the social struc- 
tures and web'ol inter-personal relations that knit every human group 
into the functioning unit we find it to be. 

Let us, then, turn to that aspect ol the learning process whereby the 
individual is prepared to 1 unction in teims of the totality of sanctioned 
ways of behavior of his group we call their culture. I'he entire pro- 
cedure — education in the broadest sense of the word — is lifelong, but 
understandably bears down with most force in the earlier years ol life, 
when as a relatively passive figure in the family constellation, the hu- 
man being is molded to conformity with the basic elements of his cul- 
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ture. There are those who hold that at this period the enculturative ex- 
perience shapes his entire personality, so that, in a sense, he lives his 
life in terms of predetermined configurations, in a frame from which 
he cannot emerge. T his, however, has by no means moved out of the 
realm of hypothesis, and need not be examined here, since it is not 
critical for (he point under consideration. From whatever point of view 
we regard the enculturative process — whether in terms of conditioned 
responses, gestalt, or the psychiatric-psychoanalytic apj)roach — we can- 
not but conclude that the basic lines along which a vast pro])ortion of 
later behavior will be manifest are laid down in the first years of life. 

What is impressive in considering the enculturative experience is the 
relative ease and the thoroughness with which it achieves its end. While 
evidence is not lacking to show that the disciplining of the child to 
bring him into line wuth accepted canons of behavior is not accom- 
plished wilhoui a certain degree of stress, we undoubtedly tend to over- 
look the painlessness of much of the process. One of the reasons lor this 
tendency arises from the fact that so much of our attention has bee^ 
fixed on {h< orijdi/ing aspects of enculturation, where formal disci- 
pline does enter to a larger degree than in other jdiases of the process. 
There is punishment, for example, for a repeated bieat h of discipline 
wherel)y an improper term of addiess is used to an elder, to say nothing 
of those cases wheie graver breaches entailing excretory or sexual func- 
tions are involved. But we need also consider those numerous clemcnis 
in culture where the child failed to follow accepted standards as he 
learns how to sing the songs of his ]:)eoplc, to manipulate words and 
ideas, to dance, to model, to paint, to carve — to name but obvious in- 
stances where learning is exploratory, eager, and immediately reward- 
ing — and where tlie child is not only not punished, but may be encour- 
aged in his experimentation. 

How much of culture is acquired by simple, voluntary imitation, es- 
pecially as regards these aspects where the creative drives are called into 
play, cannot be said, for the matter has not been studied. One may, for 
instance, ascribe the deep-seated pattern of rhythmic expression in 
music that marks African culture to the fact that the infant is carried 
everywhere in a cloth astride its mother's back, and is not removed 
when she dances, or pounds her mortar, or walks to market. Even as a 
young ambulant child, it will be present at all manner of rites where 
singing and drumming reinforces the conditioning of the earlier ex- 
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perience. But it is one thing to note the concomitant occurrence of two 
phenomena in a single setting, and quite another to adduce scientific 
proof that the two stand in a causal relationship to each other. 

Yet the importance of the creative aspects of human life, not only for 
an understanding of what might be termed the positive as against the 
inhibiting forms of cnculturation, but also for the analysis of broad 
questions of cultural dynamics, becomes apparent as soon as the point 
is made. It is not easy, however, to find controlled studies of such a 
problem as the role of fantasy in the creative process — in technology 
and the realm of ideas no less than in the arts, and in later no less than 
in early life — and thus arrive at an understanding of its function in 
adjusting men to their total setting. One cannot, when contemplating 
the slight attention given such an important phenomenon in human 
life, refrain from speculating whether the very semantics of the term 
'‘social,” which logically focusses the attention of social psychologists 
almost exclusively on the “socialization” process, has not stood in the 
way of those concerned with the problem of the psychology of man in 
society from taking the total scene into account. The point may well be 
raised whether the sub-discipline of social psychology itself does not 
need to be supplemented by a complementary sub-discipline of cultural 
psychology. 

There is another reason why a stress, so strong as at times almost to 
seem compulsive, is laid on the study of the inhibitory, “socializing” de- 
vices of a society to the well-nigh exclusion o[ those ineclianisms which 
encourage self-expression, fulfilment, and adjustment. If we ap{)roach 
this question with the objectivity for which we strive in assessing any 
problem in the analysis of cultural developments, we find it not too 
difficult to com[)rehend. After all, it was the psychiatrists and psycho- 
analysts who discovered the role played by the experiences of early 
childhood in shaping the reactions of the adult. Their concepts and 
technkjues have thus undeistandably been paramount in influencing 
the whole field of child-study and child development. But the subjects 
of these students, it must be lecalled, by no means represented even the 
total range of variation in the personality configurations of the particu- 
lar societies of Western Europe and America in which they worked. 
Their subjects were the repressed, the maladjusted, the overtly aggres- 
sive — the non-functioning or malfunctioning individuals. Those whg 
have applied their methods and concepts to the larger cross-cultural 
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problems of the relation between personality and culture, despite the 
many data accumulated and the stimulating hypotheses that have been 
advanced, are still hampered by the bonds laid down by a discipline 
derived from the study of the pathological, rather than the total gamut 
of personality forms. 

Because of this, the idea of enculturation affords a conceptual tool 
for the assessment of the relation between psychology and culture that 
transcends the limitations of approaches that stress, where they do not 
lay exclusive emphasis on, those elements in culture that produce mal- 
adjustments, and that obscure study of the total range of reaction to all 
the stimuli provided by a culture. The concept of enculturation, that is, 
opens the way toward a psychology rather than a psychopathology of 
culture, and in this manner gives us a further tool in our analysis of 
the reality of culture and the psychological basis ol this reality. 

Why is the question raised at all concerning the objcctixe reality of 
the phenomenon we call culture? The answer, in terms of encultura- 
tion, is striVin^dy similar to that we find when we seek to understand 
the hold that instinct theory, or the various theories of human nature, 
or the hypothesis of the group mind, have had on students of human 
behavior at one time or another. For all of these derive tlieir force 
from the fact that the enculturative process is so subtle and pervasive, 
that the human being lives most of his life demonstrating, albeit un- 
wittingly, by the automatic character of a vast proportion of his re- 
sponses, how well he has learned the lesson of living in accordance with 
the ways of his group. 

In the case of the first two psychological theories that have been 
mentioned, ihc fallacies that eventually emerged wTie in l.irge measure 
discovered and understood by an increasing use of cross-cultural data. 
This approach, in essence the comparison ol ways of life of peoples 
whose cultures appertain to ejuite diflerent historical sticams. has given 
us a fresh perspective on the psychological jilasticity ol man, and repre- 
sents one of the primary contributions of anihropologic a! science. This 
result was accomplished by the techniciuc of comparing the responses 
to all manner of situations met with in our own society by presumed 
‘‘instinctive’* reactions, or because of the assumed existence of overall 
reactions caused by “human nature,” to lesponses to similar stimuli 
in societies that lie outside our own particular historical stream. Even 
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such responses as the reaction to pain have been shown to be so varied 
in difiFercnt groups that they must be regarded as culturally condi- 
tioned, while types of motor behav ior, so closely related to the biologi- 
cal organism and restricted by its demands, are today iccognized as the 
result of a process of cultiual conditioning that, selected Irom an ad- 
mittedly somewhat narrow range of possibility, holds behavior to a yet 
more restricted range of variation. What appealed to be instinctive, the 
result of the functioning of human natuie, we now know to be auto- 
matic, learned, encultiirated. We can see, thiough the analysis of how 
an identical end of life-subsistence, procieation, aesthetic satisfactions 
— is achie\ed by dilfeient people in diflererit ways, that throughout his 
life man is exposed to a continuous bombardment of stimuli which, 
volitionally or unw'ittingly, cause him to observe the limits set by his 
cultuie loi accepted modes of thought and action. 

What is impoitant to uncleistand is that, in any given society, the 
behavior of individuals will be more alike than the behavior of any one 
of them is like that of membeis of another society. Ihe enculturative 
experience, that is, plays on eveiy individual of a given group, etching 
his conduct in patterns that closely leseinble, even though they may 
not be identical with, those of his fellows in his society. And, though 
changes always occur, the total body of custom seems to move as a unit, 
even in changing, while its stability over the years is such as to make 
persuasive tlie proposition that it has a life of its own, over which indi- 
viduals can exert but little influence. " 

Here we come to the crux of the aigument. Foi to what degree is a 
man a cieatuie of his cultuie, to what extent can he be said to be the 
instrument that shapes it? If we considci cultuie as something that ex- 
ists by and of itself, then he is, peiloice, its creature. 11 we regard cul- 
ture as a leflcction of the psychological conditionings plus those accru- 
als that lesiilt from the opciation of man’s inventive ability, then the 
reality of culture is psychological, and man its master. Both points of 
view must be assessed in our piesent analysis. 

The argument for the independent existence of culture cannot be 
lightly brushed aside. 1 here is, first of all, the fact of the continuity of 
every culture, that far transcends the life of any member of a society 
that lives in accoi dance with its patterns. To use the well-known, and 
best, illustration of this, we may point out that while many cultures 
concerning which we have adequate historical documentation are rec- 
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ognizable today as de\elopments out ol, and m many respects as having 
identical patterns with, their foreiunncis several centuries removed, 
none of the individuals who li\cd in the cailiei times, behaving in ac* 
cordance with the common bod) ol custom, itmams alive toda) That 
is, to put it concisely, cultures continue in recognizable form, while 
personnel constantly changes To jioint the conclusion that culture is 
the reality ^\hlch, txisiing ol its envn light, pio\ides the pith that men 
follow from birth to deith and that the path is something distinct Irom 
the men who tiavcisc it seems but an exeuise in logic tint gives the 
analogy the force of conviction It is a thcoicm which in teims of this 
logic, needs but to be stated to bung the finality, quod eiat demon- 
strandum 

Or we cm approach the mattei fiom the point of view of the indi 
vidual, and develop another theoiem Iciding to an identical conclu 
Sion 111 this we take into account the conditionings ol the encultura 
tivc piocess I he individual is boin into a scxiety whose customs, that 
will frame his conduct irc pic sent beloic his biith and will continue 
after his d rb His eultuic, like Ins socictv is a going coneein He has 
had no hand in its loimation and whatevci the degree of cieativeness 
with which he may be endowed, no milter how stiongl) he ma\ lebel 
against an) cd Us dictates his effoits will result at best in no more than 
changes ol detail In the in tin though he will not rebel against his 
cultuK at all Most persons do not cjiustion 1 hose who do laiely real 
ize how slendci a proportion of then total culture is eonrpiised by the 
elements of it they do cjuestion lire political levolutionaiy docs not 
refuse to cast his levolutionaiy songs in the modal sUucturc and scale 
progressions of the culture he is in pioeess of changim, his formations, 
if his organi/ed forces are strong enough, will ojKrate in terms of ac 
cepted patterns of inilitu) piocedinc The one who rebels against the 
religious and moral s)stem of his time will couch his ajipeals in the lin 
guistic patterns of his people, use established affect symbols, and ein 
ploy accepted aesthetic standards in heightening the responses of his 
followers 

In these terms, cultuic may be thought of as a kind of ps)ehological 
iceberg of whose totalit) but a small jioriion appears above the level ol 
consciousness This is why the student of a culture not his own often 
jliscerns much of interrelationships, of sanctions, of organization which 
is quite unapparent to those who order their lives by it hvery student 
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oE unwritten languages can testify to the astonishment with which na- 
tive informants come to realize the existence of the structural patterns 
of the language they have spoken all their lives, quite unconscious of 
how regularized their speech was. The same is true of other elements in 
culture, especially those that comprise implicit sanctions as against the 
overt manifestations of a way of life. Clan it not be argued, then, that a 
phenomenon which orders the life of a man, despite the fact that he is 
not conscious of the influence exerted on him by so large a part of it, 
must be regarded as having an existence of its own? 

Still another argument for the autonomy of culture is cast in terms 
of the independent discovery or invention, in our own culture, within 
a short space of time, of identical principles, mechanisms, formulae, 
machines, and other items by two or more persons, working quite with- 
out knowledge of each other’s efforts. It is on the basis of these facts, 
and of a study of the manner in which changes in women’s fashions 
occur through the accumulation of small variations from the standard 
o.f a given year which, with time, produce a regular cycle of changes, 
that the concept of culture as a superorgan ic phenomenon lias been ad- 
vanced by Kroeber. Data of this kind are too well known to need more 
than mention here; but the relation between the point of view concern- 
ing the existence of culture as an independent phenomenon they have 
been used to document, and the concept of cycles and revolutions of 
civilization associated with the names of Flinders-Peiric, Spongier, 
Toynbee, and, most recently, Kroeber himself, is not as well under- 
stood. For in the thinking ol these writers, man is impotent in the face 
of culture which, in ordering his existence, carries him as its creature as 
it grows, flowers, and decays. 

The ontological implications of this position, especially in terms of 
the age-old controversy between the proponents ol philosophies of free- 
will and determinism, are self-evident. The shilts of emphasis in the 
writings of these later cultural determinists are, however, not so imme- 
diately discernible. A moment’s reflection makes it a])])arent that the 
determining force assumed to exist has changed, in terms of the scien- 
tific orientation of our times, from the supernatural to the cultural — 
though this holds only partially in the instance cif Toynbee. But what 
has also occurred has been a shift from emphasis on the individual to 
emphasis on culture. In the earlier discussions of the problem, the de- 
bate centered on the question of the freedom of man — of a man — in 
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the face of Destiny. For the neo-determinists, while the problem of the 
ability of man as an individual to influence the course of his existence 
is present by implication, the argument and its documentation is 
couched in terms of how cultures change, the ways in which change is 
effected, the degrees of change to be expected and the regularities to be 
perceived. The individual, that is, has been quite lost sight of despite 
the formal recognition of his existence given by those who take this 
point of view. 

rhe response to propositions of the kind we have just sketched is 
contained in the question, “What is the locus of the phenomenon, cul- 
ture, which under the deterministic hypothesis is something that exists 
by and of itself?** Psychologists will at once recognize the identity of 
this (jucstion with that raised concerning the group mind. For in that 
case, it was also asked. “If there is a group mind, where is it to be 
found?** And it is not without significance for the problem of our pres- 
ent concern to point out that the answer was that the group mind was 
no more than a reilitation of ihe similar reactions of individuals whp 
found them^solves responding in a similar manner to a particular stimu- 
lus or scries of stimuli. 

It would seem impossible to frame any other answer to such ques- 
tions that did not call on belie! as a substituie for objective proof. The 
concept of culture as a phenomenon with an existence, a reality of its 
own, cannot but be a mystical concept, no matter how skillfidly the 
language of science is called on to phrase the argument in technical 
terms — terms, wdiich, in practice, call on analogy rather than experi- 
mentation to bring conviction. Try as one may to envisage culture as 
something apart from those who live by it, to think of it as something 
“carried** by man, the inexorable question, “Where is it? How can one 
isolate it?*' must cxeniually be faced. 

As a matter oi fac t, the thesis of cultural determinism has never been 
carried to its logical conclusion, "lliose who have advanced it, even in 
most vigorous tenns, ha\e ahvays included an escape clause in their 
contractual obligations concerning it. "I'oo often these leservations have 
gone unnoticed, or the jJorira>al of an uncompromising determinism 
has resulted from the high-lighting of this outstanding feature of their 
position as a didactic device in the discussion of various points of view 
when studying theories of culture. There is, for example, no more un- 
compromising determinist than White, yet we find ample evidence in 
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his writings that he, like others who hold with him, anchors culture 
Rnxily in the human organism. “Cultures can no moie exist without 
men than vehicles ran move without friction," he says. "But one may 
regard culture as if it were independent ol men just as the physicist may 
considei vehicles as if they were independent of friction . . (3). In 

another place he wiites, “'The ciiltuiologist is well aware that culture 
does not and cannot exist without human beings. . . . But . . . cul- 
tuie may be treated as if it had a life of its own, quite apart from hu- 
man organisms, just as the jrhysicist may treat a falling body as if there 
were no atmospheric friction" (4). 

Kroeber, too, has been at some pains to make quite clear that, as he 
phrases it, "The as if attitude gives us a perfectly adequate way to pro- 
ceed" in studying cultural phenomena. "I take this opportunity," he 
wrote in 1948, "of formally and publicly recanting any extravagances 
and overstatement of which 1 may have been guilty through overardor 
of conviction, in my ‘Superorganit' and since. As of 1918. it seems to 
me both unnecessary and productive of new difficulties if, in order to 
account for the phenomena of culture, one assumes any entity, sub- 
stance, kind ol being or set of separate, autonomous, and wholly self- 
sufficient forces ... I would now say that culture was pinnanly intel- 
ligible in terms of itself, not only in terms ol itsell" (5). 

The locus of culture, then, cannot be regarded as anything other 
than the individuals who, responding to the enculturative process, live 
in accordance with the traditions of their group. Because the overall 
conditionings of each mpmbcr of a group resemble those of every other 
member, there is given to the totality of the ways of lile of the grouj) as 
a whole, at any given moment and over the years, a degree of solidity 
and stability that justifies us in treating this totality as if it existed in 
its own right. This is a lecogni/ed and essential tcchni(|ue in the pro- 
cedures of science. Because friction presents a subject for study does not 
mean it operates as an independent entity in the physical world, in- 
stead of as a function ol the movement of certain types of bodies. In 
the study of culture, by taking a comparable position, we remove the 
question from the realm of subjects for philosophical debate and treat 
it as a problem for scientific analysis. 

We see how important is the enculturative approach to the problem 
when we consider culture not as an entity which controls man, but 
rather as a series of definable reactions which mark the behavior of all 
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members of definable reactions which mark the behavior of all mem- 
bers of a given society to the multifarious situations of life with which 
all must cope. These reactions vary from those which make up the 
gross, immediately discernible blocks of cultuie we term aspects, and 
the institutions that implement the ends of adjusting men to their set- 
ting that must be achieved by cadi of these aspects, to subtleties of 
motor behavioi, of thought, of attitude, and of affect that only become 
apparent under the skilled utilization of the most sophisticated tech- 
niques of field research. 

As so often in cuirent discussions of the nature and function of cul- 
ture, especially in piobing the psychological springs from which it 
flows, we profit fioni the insights into this problem from the pen of 
Edward Sapir. “Cultine is not, as a inattei of sobei fact.” he said in one 
paper, “a ‘given’ at all. It is only so by a polite convention of speech. 
As soon as we set ourselves at the vantage point of the culture-acquirii;ig 
child, the personality definitions and potentials that must never for a 
moment be lost sight ol, and which are destined from the very begiij- 
ning to i^Mei^viv't, evaluate, and modify every culture pattern, sub-pat- 
tern, or assemblage of patterns that it will ever be influenced by, every- 
thing changes. Culture is then not something given but something to 
be gradually and gropingly discovered. We then see at once that ele- 
ments of culture that come well within the hoi i/on of awareness of one 
individual are entirely absent in another individual’s landscape” (6). 
The new member of a society, that is, learns while exposed to the situa- 
tions of his culture, and by the accepted methods of training, but as an 
individual reacts to this coniinuuin ol experience in terms of his par- 
ticular bio-psychic composition, and the particular concatenations of 
circumstances wdiiclr, both as an infant and in later life, he may en- 
counter. 

This makes of culture a most complex phenomenon, introducing the 
important concepts of vaiiation and consensuses which, whether ex- 
plicitly named or employed wrthoiit dc^signatic^n, have been responsible 
for most of the advances in recent research. For a culture, in these 
terms, is first of all seen as a seiies of limits to behavior, ordered in 
terms of those institutionalized loims we call cultural patterns. From 
this, we arrive at a recognition of the factor of individual variations in 
behavior which, when pressing against these limits, afford a rationale 
for the dynamics of cultural change, just as the failure of these limits 
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to give under the piessure of creative individuals explains the stability 
of culture. Here again, though, we recogni/e that this is in a manner of 
speaking, for in psychological terms the problem is recast as acceptance 
or rejection of innovations by the persons who comprise a group. There 
are no cultural walls as such. 

It is from the point of view of this approach, however, that the sig- 
nificance of the concept of encultuiation is seen to stand out in bold 
relief. There is implied here no denial of the importance of those as- 
pects of the total conditioning process subsumed under the heading of 
socialization, by which the developing child learns the proper modes 
of implementing his relationships with his fellows. From this point of 
view, it is these processes which, as has been pointed out, biing the in- 
dividual into line with accepted canons of social behavioi, that opeiatc 
most strongly to give stability to the cultuie ol his group. But the en- 
culturation of the individual spieads faithei over the totality of his 
culture, and endures throughout his lifetime. In the eailv years, a pei- 
son is enculturated to those elements in his culture whcic the creative 
forces can play most fieely, as well as to those that exact conformity. 
Moreover, the process continues throughout his Hie, whenever he comes 
upon facets of his cidtuie that are new to him — a circumstance that 
occurs to adults of even the least complex societies far more fietjuently 
than is generally recognized. 

One needs but to think back on current usage to recogni/e that the 
term socialization can be used in the case of adults only in a negative 
sense. The “diflicult” de-viant, whose conduct is not in accoid with ac- 
cepted modes of behavior, is said to be “badly socialized, “ or one may 
speak, in such a case, of the need for an individual of this kind to be- 
come socialized — that is, ol the need lor the person in question to learn 
to conform. Yet, again, il we turn to the individual who is not aberiant 
but who, in our own society, let us say, comes on a style of poetry or ai t 
with which he is unfamiliar, it is immediately relevant, in terms of cul- 
tural analysis, to say that, to the clegice he accepts it, he is being encul- 
turated to a newly discovered clement in his own culture. And if he 
develops a new form ol verse and enough ol those to whom he recites 
it, or who read it, hnd it acceptable, and thus develop a new tradition 
in poetry, each additional person who discovers it thereby furthers the 
process of his own enculturation. 

It has been pointed out that the enculturative experience is extraor- 
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dinaiily subtle, cxtiaordinarily effective, producing men and women so 
many of whose reactions are automatic that it is not surprising that 
human beings have come to be regarded by some students as automa- 
tons. One of the enculluiativc mechanisms whose role in bringing 
about this result has received little attention is the well-known mecha- 
nism of cuc-i eduction. To say that the ptoccss of enculturation is ex- 
traordinarily subtle IS but to say that the cues which initiate resjionses 
are extraordinaiily fine. It is presumabl) because of the operation of a 
mechanism ol this sort, where the reduction of stimuli to the level of 
subliminal peiccption occurs over a vast proportion ol the total range 
of every inchviduars behavior, that we gain so strong an impression 
that man is to such a degree the creature ol his culture. 

How effective this is can he seen if we reflect on how confusing it is 
to move into a culture other than one's own — even into another sub 
culture, where broad, overall cultural elements such as language and 
basic social configurations arc sharc'd in common. Even in the most ob- 
vious aspects of behavior, it takes time to learn how to behave. A yoiujg 
man will i.. out ol a gioup where not a woid has been sjroken and 
return with a desired object, the cue has been so remote from one's ex- 
perience that it IS impossible to imagine how communication has been 
established. A cross < ultuial study ol what we term, with scientific dis- 
dain, intuition, might be puisued with consideiable profit. To what 
degree is the lac t that certain pc'oples react surely to other personalities, 
even on the basis ol slight contact, the icsult ol a pattern whereby sub 
liminal cues are, as a matter ol course, taken into account rather than, 
as with ourselves, distrusted? 

The problem of cultural and psychological reality is thus one of de- 
fining in the most jriecise terms the reaction of the iiidividual to his 
total setting, and the niannei in which this setting conditions the indi- 
vidual. It is heie that the studies in the lelationship between peison- 
ality and culture have made then primary contribution. When ex- 
tended by concern lor the positive as well as the negative aspects of 
personality structure, and by a more considered utilization ol the con- 
cept both ol individual and intra-cultural variation, it is to be expected 
that the tallaciousness of the dichotoiii) too often drawn between the 
individual and cultuie vmII be replaced by a concept of intt*i action be- 
tween custom and people that, both in cultural and psychological 
terms, is the scientific reality. 
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Our discussion has thus far dealt primarily and propeily with the 
methodological aspects of our subject. It would, however, fail to set the 
question in adequate perspective were its epistemological implications 
left entirely unexplored. This is a vast field, but certain considerations 
of this order can be mentioned in terminating our analysis. 

In essence, the matter here before us is best indicated by the phrase 
“cultural relativism.” Gianting that man’s approach to reality is 
through his bio-psychic endowments as shaped by his peisonal expe- 
rience, and that that expeiience is bounded by the limits of the cultuie 
of his group, does it not follow that theie aie as many lealities as there 
are cultiiies? Heie the pioblein of ultimate values enteis intimately, 
but the matter Iiy no means tests theie. Foi one may laise the question 
as well concerning the leality of what is t(‘imcd the objective world, the 
woild perceived by the senses, in such of its asj)ccts as mass and volume, 
time and space. It involves, ultimately, the (juestion of the validity of 
the findings of science, a point that has not been ignored by the philos- 
ophers who have taken the problem into account. 

Thus Su/anne Langer, in her consideration of the role of symbolism 
in shaping thought, commenting on the psychological intei action be- 
tween percept and understanding says, ‘The eye and ear make then 
own abstractions, and conse(|uently dictate theii own pccuhai fonus of 
conception. But these forms arc derived from exactly the same world 
that furnished the totally difleient forms known to j)h)sics. There is, 
in fact, no such thing as t/ie foim of the ‘reaT world; physics is one pat- 
tern which may be found in it, and ‘appearance’ or the pattern of 
things with their qualities and characters, is another. . . . The world 
of physics is essentially the leal world construed by mathematical ab- 
stractions, and the world of sense is the real world ccmstiued by the 
abstractions which the sense organs immediately furnish” (7). This, of 
course, in terms of cultuial analysis relers essentially to diflerences in 
perception as influenced by sub-cultuies, essentially of our own cultural 
orientation. How much the more impressive is the position when car- 
ried into the cross-cultural field where, one is tcmjjted to s<iy, there are 
as many variations in logical presuppositions as there are cultures. It 
was this that prompted another philosopher, Grace deLaguna, to write, 
“If the scientific mode of thought can sustain itself only through con- 
tinuous growth and self-regeneration, it can survive only in a social or- 
der permeated by its own philosophic faith and itself ca|>able of cul- 
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tural transcendence. Physical science deprived of these conditions'must 
eventually wither like a plant cut off at the roots'" (8). 

Science, itself, is continuously presented with difliculties arising from 
the need to cope with relativistic symbols. Consider, for example, trans- 
lation of time into distance. In the study of slaving operations in Africa, 
for years it seemed self-evident that slaves had been transported from 
great distances inland to the slave markets of the coast because of the 
long time required for the journey. It was only after repeated analyses 
of the availal)le documents that it became apparent that no attempt 
had been made to ascertain how far the daily trek might have been, or 
how often the cofile might have stopped on the way, and for how long. 
Or, cross-culturally, one has only to discover that lor some peoples day- 
after- tomorrow is tlnee, and not two, days, or a week of what to us 
would be seven days is eight. All that is needed is a convention whereby 
both ends of the time sequence in question are counted in reaching the 
total. And as regards perception of color, the data aie so rich that one 
needs only mention the confusion of designation and the arbitrariness 
with which ’ir.cs of distinction arc drawn to make the point — how, for 
many peoples, dark blue and black arc held to be the same color, or 
orange and brown arc classified together. 

Certain very important as|>ecis of the problem of objective reality 
are raised when such matters as the cultural definition of pathological 
states arc taken into account. This is j^articularly true of psychopatho- 
logical categories. Again, it is a commonplace to say that the saint of 
yesterday might well, in terms of present patterns, today have been re- 
garded as manifesting a degree of withdrawal irom reality that would 
have resulted in his being confined. In discussing the pioblem recently 
with a group of practicing psychiatrists, it was interesting to note that 
one very practical pioblem raised was whether a Nej>ro from the South 
Side of Chicago, brought in for treatment because he talked with the 
Holy Ghost and purjiorted to be able to heal the sick because of a gift 
of tongues, should be ccmlined as a psychotic. Is a man or woman, en- 
culturated to patterns of belief wherein the nearness of the beings who 
control the universe is accepted as a basic tenet, beyond dispute, to be 
diagnosed properly in terms of the system of thought that arises out of 
a mechanistic world-view? Far from being an academic question; it is 
something that rises to the level of national policy in dealings between 
peoples whose epistemologies derive from diHering premises. 
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It is in the field of values that relativism is most discussed. It should 
be made clear in this context that a cultural rclati\istic point of view 
does not entail moral anarchy in the area of values, since it is essen- 
tially a cross-cultural and not an intra-cultural matter. The question of 
relativism within cultures need not be raised here, for the degree of 
similarity in the encultiirative experience of all the members of a given 
society is sufficient to ensure that all will be inculcated with the tenets 
of a single body of standards. As a result, a low degree of variation in 
the values held by these persons will restrict the range of common alti- 
tude and charactei istic reaction. From the cross-cultural point of view, 
it is a matter of sifting out those universals in the ordering of conduct 
that comprise tlie least common denominators in the code of all human 
groups, from the absolutes that the people of a given society may de- 
vise, and then insist on as universally \alid in their dealings with 
groups of differing orientations. The psychology of ethnocentrism is a 
subject — an all-important subject — to which far too little attention has 
bjeen paid by social psychologists. For this attack holds the solution to 
the baffling question: Where is even the most objective among men to 
find the cultural boot-straps with which to elevate himself above his 
own conditioning, and above his own deeply enculturated reactions to 
customs that are in conflict with the values of his own system? 

The ambivalence manifest in reactions to the relativistic position it- 
self documents the point. On the one hand, all the findings from the 
study of many cultures point to its validity. In each, the system of val- 
ues, techniques, sanctions calls forth intense devotion from the mem- 
bers of the society who live in accordance with it. On the other hand, 
the absolutist tradition, manifested in many centuiies of evangelical 
religion, and the basic assumption as to the su])eriority of the society in 
which we live, has enculturated us with a militant ethncjcentrism that 
dies hard. Relativism is thus at once acceptable and not acceptable. One 
anthropologist, commenting on a discussion of it, held it to be a denial 
of the importance of the study of values — which, obviously, is not the 
case. A philosopher, declaring that it was the only possible conclusion 
to be drawn from the study of cross-cultural data, followed with a state- 
ment that its acceptance would render moral judgments impossible — 
which might be true cross-culturally, but scarcely so within a society. 

This is not the place, however, for an extended discussion of the 
questions raised by the relativistic position. For our purpose, it is 
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enough that its significance tor the pioblein of cultural and, to no less 
extent, of psychological reality be recognized; and that the psychologi- 
cal no less than the anthiopological study ot culture take into full ac- 
count the role ot the enculturaiue experience in giving men that view 
of the world which, lor them, frames the ultimate reality ot their exist- 
ence. 


REFERENCES 

1. Tylor, E. B Pumiiwe Cult we (Ntw \ork, 1871), p 1. 

2. Voegelin, C. F. and Z. S Hams. ‘ 1 ingiiistics in I thnology.” Southwestern 

Jour, of Anth., \ol i (i015)» PP* Voegelin, Word (1940), 

pp. ^3 fl.; C b. llotkctt, “I anguage ‘and' Culture a Protest/* Arner 
Anlliropoloa^ist, vol. lit (1950), p 113. 

3. White, L. A. The Science of Culture, (New York, 1919), p. 408. Italics 
added. 

4 Ibid , p. 1 14. Italics as m the oiiginal. 

5. kioebcr, A. L. “White’s Viiw ol Cailturc,” American Anthropologist, vol. 
L (i9i^y. , po. PP- 407-lo«. 

6. Mandlcbauin, 1). (Id) Selected IVritiru^s of Lduard Sapir in Language, 
Culture and Personality (WerkiUx, \i)\c)) p 59(1 

7. Langer, S. K. Philosobhy in a New hey (New Yoik, New American Li 
brary — Mentor Books), pp. 75-71 

8. del agiina, C>. \. “Cultuial RclatiMsni and Science,” Philosophical Review, 
\ol. li, p ibb 



CHAPTER? 


jinnjTJTTiJTmTJTruTi^^ 

Cultural Factors in the 
Structuralization of Perception 
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INTRODUCTION 

« 

In recent years some psychologists, psychiatrists, psychoanalysts, and 
anthropologists have discovered a common field of interest in the cv- 
ploration of the relations between cultural variability and personality 
structure. Ihis is not the only area, however, in which significant prob- 
lems of an interdisc ipliiiai) nature arc to be lound. In ic)[7, two psy- 
chologists, Gooclenough and Anderson, published an article entitled 
“Psychology and Anthropology: Some Problems of Joint Iitlport tor the 
Two Fields'* (i). They selected a few problems lor brief discussion 
which, they said, “constitute only a small sample of the endless number 
that are of joint concern to anthropologists and psychologists." “The 
major problem of interest to the psychologist and perhaps also to the 
anthropologist,” they wrote, “is the problem of the oigani/ation of per- 
ceptions and the manner in which seme data are iiilegiated and tied 
in with the practical expeiience oi the individual to produce effective 
adaptations in a particulai environment.” (Italics ours.) As a concrete 
example they point out that reputed super lonty in distance vision in 
one group as compared with another “ma) arise not so much from 
greater acuity as from experience and training in inter^neting cues 
that are available to both.” 

This illustration defines a problem by indication that perceiving, 
when measured in terms of a scale of efficiency, may not be a simple 
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function of an individual's organic make-up alone but be related to his 
group membership and thus involve differential cultural factors. How- 
ever, the actual variables in perceptual experience are much more com- 
plex than this simple example would suggest since much more than 
“sense data" are involved knd areas of behavior far beyond “practical 
experience" require analysis. What the authors failed to point out in 
this article was the radical shift in emphasis which, in the past two dec- 
ades, has been occurring among psychologists themselves in approach- 
ing the study of perception. 

It has been this shift in emphasis that now makes possible, it seems to 
me, a closer rapprochement between anthropologists and psycholo- 
gists. And it is worth noting that this revitalization of the investigation 
of perception seems to have been due to the interest which social psy- 
chologists have taken in tlie problem. As early as 1935, for example, 
Sherif pointed out that "So( ial psychology has studied individual dif- 
ferences in response to a social environment, but it has never recog- 
nized that each one of us perceives this environment in terms of his 
own personal habits of perceiving; and that cultural groups may differ 
from one another in behavior, because of fundamental differences in 
their ways of perceiving social situations" (2). At any rate, in the pres- 
ent state of our knowledge, we have departed a long way from the no- 
tion often held by the proverbial man in the street and, to some extent, 
by nineteenth-century psychophysics, that we literally see with our eyes 
and hear with our cars; the logical inference from this being that the 
world is mirrored in the perceiver. I'he mytli of the passivity of the 
perceiver already has been disposed of. 

A more inclusive formulation of the iclcvaiit vaiiables involved has 
led, first, to an increasing interest in “behavioral" or ‘lunctional" fac- 
tors of ])crce})tual organization, i.e., “those which derive primarily from 
the needs, moods, past experience, and memory of the individual" in 
contrast with “autochthonous” or “structural" factors “derived solely 
from the nature of the physical stimuli and the neural effects they evoke 
in the nervous system" (3); secondly, to a fuller a}>preciation of the ex- 
tent to which non-sensory or directive factors such as purpose, need, 
value, stress, tension, etc., are functionally significant in perceiving (4); 
and, thirdly, to a consideration of the relation between peisonality or- 
^ganization and perception (5). 

Thus the door has been thrown open to the investigation of a wide 
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gamut of problems in the functional area which, on the one hand, in- 
clude the question of the cultural constituents of perception and, on 
the other, idiosyncratic determinants rooted in the personality struc- 
ture of the individual. What now seems more clearly indicated than 
hitherto, perhaps, is the need for the formulation of a theoretical 
framework which will resolve any initial separation of structural and 
functional factors (6). Some such framework of theory would be valu- 
able for anthropology, too, since in actual life situations what we ob- 
serve is an integral pictuie of perception in all its functional complex- 
ities. What I have tried to do in some of the concrete illustrations that 
follow is to discriminate analytically different classes of significant vari- 
ables in pcrcejjtion. Among these are culturally derived variables 
which, to my mind, fall nicely into jilace in the more inclusive frame 
of reference which is now becoming established in psychology. But be- 
fore going into a more detailed discussion of these I should like to stale 
briefly in my own words why it seems to me that cultural variables are 
inevitably constituents of human perception. 

Dynamically conceived, perception is one of the basic integral func- 
tions of an on-going adjustment process on the part of any organism 
viewed as a whole. While its cognitive aspects are necessaiily of impor- 
tance, the traditional interest in these led to an ovciemj)hasis upon 
them with a concomitant underemphasis upon the relation of percep- 
tual processes to the molar aspects of behavior. For once viewed in its 
total behavioral context perception cannot be isolated ffom action (7), 
that is, from motivated and goal-directed behavior (8). Consequently, 
the perceptual field of the organism must be structural! /ed in a manner 
that bears a direct relation to its activities, no matter what these may 
be. One of the basic questions, therefore, is how a pa»'ticular type of 
organism becomes prepared for action. 

In the case of an organism with man’s zoological status we know that 
at birth the human individual is never prepared for the full round of 
activities that will be eventually demanded of him. Thus we can make 
a postulate that holds for human behavior everywhere. Whatever ca- 
pacities members of our sj^ecics may possess because of their phylo- 
genetic background, nevertheless, past experience, acquired behavior 
patterns, an organized personality structure, comprise a set of variables 
that arc always relevant to the question of how ihe human organism 
becomes prepared for action. This generic postulate, a commonplace in 
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anthropology, accords with Bruner and Postman’s basic axiom in the 
study ol perception, viz., “that perceiving is a process which results 
from the stimulation of a prepared or ewgestellt organism" (9). 

But there is also a corollary empiiical lact that must be taken into 
account so far as human behavior is conceined. IJ wc keep mankind as 
a whole in view we must say that dilTcicnt segments of the human spe- 
cies, or groups of human individuals, are piepaied for quite different 
patterns of actnity tlirough diffeient modes of training and expeiicnce, 
through orientation to diffeient systems ol value, motivations towaid 
diffeient goals and through the creation of diflercnt needs. In our spe- 
cies, therefore, what is learned and the content of acejuired experience 
in one society as compared with another constitute impoitant variables 
with reference to the lull understanding, explanation, or prediction of 
the behavioi ol individuals who ha\e icceived a common prepaiation 
foi action. That is to say, the oveit behavioi and the meaningful con- 
tent ol the expel ience ol the human being is demonstrably related to 

the tiaditional cultural attiibutcs ol a gioup, to the socially transmitted 

• 

culture patterns that distinguish one human society fiom anothei. 
What becomes perceptually significant to the eingestellt human organ- 
ism cannot be consideied apart from a continuum that views the hu- 
man individual as an adjusting oiganism, moiuated, goal-directed, and 
psychologically stiuctured as a functioning unit in a socio-cultural sys- 
tem. Culture patterns consideied as traditional instrumentalities of hu- 
man existence 1 unction as selective agencies in the emeigcncc of the 
kind of behavioral enviionment in which a group ol human beings 
carry on their activities. Consequently the psychological field in which 
human behavior takes jrlacc is always cuUuially coii'^tituted, in part, 
and man’s responses arc ne\er reducible in their cntiien to stimuli de- 
rived from an “objective’’ or surrounding world, in the physical or geo- 
graphic sense. Inevitably then, pcisonal adjustment in a behavioral en- 
vironment with culturally constituted properties produces variability 
in the phenomena of set and expectancy so that in any given perceptual 
situation such factors take on a diflercntial directive importance. 

In this connection, I should like also to jioint out that if wc concep- 
tually integrate perception to adjustment as an on-going process and 
recogni/c that cultural variables in man imply different modes of ad- 
justment in difleient behavioral environ rents, then the three generic 
processes in perception that Bruner and Postman (10) have stressed — 
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selection, accentuation and fixation — fit into the conceptual picture 
from a cross-cultural point of view. The fact that the human organism 
becomes selectively sensitized to certain arrays of stimuli rather than 
others is most certainly a function of the individual s membership in 
one cultural group, rather than another, whatever other factors may be 
involved. Likewise the fact that certain stimuli “are accentuated and 
vivified at the expense of others” may be examined with reference to 
the differential experience of groups of individuals, as well as with ref- 
erence to idiosyncratic determinants. Bruner and Postman seem to have 
recognized this possibility themselves since in another article (ii) in 
which they refer to the lact that “there is experimental evidence that 
objects which are important or personally relevant are remembered as 
larger than neutral objects.” A footnote is appended in W'hich they say: 
“We may incpiire if it is a universal thing to find the good and impor- 
tant associated with largeness, or whether this is a characteristic of our 
culture. Certainly our language is lull of size-value linkages. A success- 
ful man ‘grows in stature,’ an important problem ‘looms large/ etc. We 
even have moral dicta warning us against the linkage, ‘good things 
come in small packages’ — a maxim not leadily taught tlic young child.” 
The question raiseci is directly related to the general question of cul- 
tural variables. 'Lhe same is true of the process of fixation. For the 
statement that “w'hat is ‘habitually seen’ in any given perceptual situa- 
tion is a function of the fixation of past percej)tual resjKmses in similar 
situations” might well be taken as an hy]>othesis demonstrable in terms 
of the emphasis given to perceptual exj>eriences of a certain class that 
occur in a particular socio-cultural system. Since the human being 
makes his personal adjustments with reference to the attributes of a 
particular socio cultural system, his basic pcrcej)tual processes will, in 
part, be influenced by the “cultural set” imposed by his group mem- 
bership. 

From the standpoint of human adjustment, then, culture has an in- 
strumental function that is co-ordinate with the function of perception. 
If, as Postman and Bruner assert, “The goal of perception in its broad- 
est sense, is the construction of a meaningful behavioral environment — 
an environment congruent with ‘reality’ on the one hand and the needs 
and dispositions of the organism on the other,” in the concrete inkance 
perception in man only fulfills this generic function by means of cul- 
tural instrumentalities. Perception in man is not simply a process by 
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which he adjusts to the world at large. And, while it is true that, as 
compared with other animals, man always builds up a meaningful 
world with rclerencc to the accumulated and socially transmitted expe- 
rience of past generations of his kind, this is not the main point. What 
is of prime f)sychological significance is that man docs this in terms of 
an organized schema lor living in uhich, to some degiee, a piovimial 
world of articulated objects become defined, characteristic values and 
goals are represented and institutionali/ed means of reaching them are 
emphasized. The human being in eveiy society is motivated fioin the 
start to make full and (onst*int use ol the piovincial and tiaditional 
cultural instnimentaliiics at his disposal. Peueption functions inte- 
grally with these in tlie constiuction ol a meaningful behavioral envi- 
ronment defined by culturally constituted attributes. 

Finally, I should like to jjoint out that the lundamcntal reason why 
cultural constituents in human pcicejition cannot be ignoied lies in 
one of the most chaiacteiistic and basic leatuies of man’s psychological 
level of adjustment. This is the ubiejuitous role w'hicfi symbolic media- 
tion plays in building up a meaningful world in our species. I'liis is 
what has made pcrssible the dilleiential cultural systems that have been 
investigated and desciibed h\ the ethnographer (13). At the human 
level of psychological adjustment, that is to say, we are laced with the 
empirical lact that the repiesefttaliou ol \<nious classes of objects, 
events, relations, and cpialities become funciionallv integrated with the 
aspects of the wmiiIcI that we meet in direct perceptual experience. In 
this respect man is set oil Irorn other species of animals in which per- 
ception is not comjdicaied by the symbolic trairslorination and repre- 
sentation ol experience and among whom the autochthonous factors in 
perception undoubtedly jrlay a nrore determinative role even though 
modihed to some extent by individual needs and experience. Human 
social life at its VC17 root is lunctionally dependent upon the role which 
the symbolic repi'esentation ol objects, events, and relationships play in 
establishing a novel kind of behavioral environment which transcends 
the more simply perceived wen Id of the lower animals Through the 
creation, development, and transmission ol highly elaborate systems of 
extrinsic symbolization — hundreds of diflerent languages, a great vari- 
ety of forms of the plastic and graphic arts, oral and written narratives, 
etc. — human beings have not only been u’^le to give articulate form to 
quite differently sti uctur alized cultural worlds; their perceptual re- 
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sponses to the world in which they live and act become mediated, in 
part, through tlie kind of concrete symbolic means provided by the cul- 
tural tradition of their society. Conseciuently. it seems to me, it is of 
some importance to determine what aspects of culture are relevant to 
perception, how they become invoked in the perceptual experience of 
individuals, the role they play in the total structurali/ation of the per- 
ceptual field and the consequences of this fact for the actual conduct of 
the individual. 


LANGUAGE AND PERCEPTION 

It has long been recogni/cd that speech must be considered as a con- 
stituent factor in the structurali/ation and functioning of hunian per- 
ception. But it is somewhat paradoxical that among those who have 
been the pioneers in stressing this basic fact, we discover philosojjliers 
like Ernst Cassirer and Grace deLaguna and, among anthropologists, 
Edward Sapir, rather than psychologists (14). 

One of the major points made by Cassirer, for example, is that “I.an- 
guage does not enter a w'orld of completed objective perceptions c^nly 
to add to individually given and clearly delimited objects, one in rela- 
tion to the other, ‘names’ which will be purely external and arbitrary 
signs; rather, it is itself a mediator in the formation of objects. It is, in 
a sense, the mediator par excellence, the most important and most pre- 
cise instrument for the conquest and the construction of a true world of 
objects” (15). It is this “objectifying” I unction ol language which per- 
mits man to perceive so much of his surrounding world in terms ol the 
discriminations, the concepts, etc., that he not only learns to make but 
can represent and express. Fhe lolc of language in self-objectification 
is not only well recognized but a unique attribute of man. The human 
world, therefore, takes on cpialities and attributes that are completely 
out of the psychological realm of any other animal, however this dif- 
ference may be phrased. deLaguna in her book on Sf)eech, published 
in 1927, points out that, “The ability to speak ... to attach names to 
things and to make statements about them, does not leave unaltered 
the world which we see and hear. Perception remains primarily a prep- 
aration for direct primary response toward things, but diere is super- 
added the capacity for a more detached and disinterested sort of scru- 
tiny, in which the response that is ‘constituted’ (to use Dewey's term) is 
not a bodily act, but the utterance of a descriptive word or phrase. We 
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look at things to see in a new sense 'what' they are. Even when the de- 
scriptive epithet, the verbal tag, is not spoken, its utterance is prepared 
in tentative movements, so that all our attentive scrutiny oi things is 
informed by speech. Human perception is, then, conceptualized to an 
indefinite degree. Compaied to those ol men, the peicc])ts of animals 
are 'blind' (to use Kant's expicssion) being without concepts" (i6). A 
few years later we find Sapii wiiting: "Human beings do not live in 
the objective woild alone, nor alone in the world ol social activity as 
ordinarily undei stood, but are very much at the meicy ot the particu- 
lar language which has become the medium of expression for their 
society. It is quite an illusion to imagine that one adjusts to reality essen- 
tially without the use ol language and that language is merely an inci- 
dental means of sedving specific problems ol communication or reflec- 
tion. The fact of the matter is that the ‘real world' is to a large extent 
unconsciously built up on the language habits of the group. No two 
languages are ever sulliciently similar to be consideied as representing 
the same social reality. Ihe worlds in which dilleient societies live are 
distinct w*» hu, not merely the same world with dilTcient labels at- 
tached. E\en comparatively simple arts ol perception are very much 
more at the mercy oi the social patterns called words than we might 
suppose. . . . We sec and hear and otherwise expedience very laigely 
as we do because the language habits of our community predispose 
certain choices ol intcrpretation"(i 7 ). 

More recenth psychologists have shown how, under experimental 
conditions, "the reprocluc tron of forms may be detcimrncd by the na- 
ture of wwcls presented oially to subjects at the time they are first per- 
ceiving specific visual loims" (i8). What is ol general ngruficance in 
these experiments is the fact that the words employed v>cre the bearers 
of meaningful concepts. What the subject did was to modily objcdniely 
neutral figures in a meaningful inannci which conesponded to the 
concepts of the objects connoted by the stinrulus words. 

Many ycais ago when I was trying to clemonstiate the relation be- 
tween language and perceiving to a class I used the stellar constellation 
we call "the clipper" as an example. I pointed out that this constella- 
tion was given a difleient name in other cultuies as, e.g., “the plough" 
or "the bear" and that although the constellation itself remained con- 
stant in form, the actual perception of *». was a function of language 
and associated concepts as well as ol oui organs oi vision. The members 
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of the class seemed to have grasped the point so I was about to pass on 
to something else when one young lady laised her hand and said, “But 
it does look like a dipper!" And of couise it does — to us. 

Since, by its \ery nature, the representative function of speech per- 
mits a wide variation in the selection of ihe kinds of objects, events, 
qualities, and relations that are abstiacted and conceptualized, it is 
fairly clear why the cognitive aspects of man’s perceptual experience in 
a gi\en socio-cultural system cannot be completely isolated from the ar- 
ticulated woild ol objects and events which is also his behavioral world. 
We must also remind ourselves that without a cross-cultural linguistic 
perspective, man’s world is likewise a provincial world and that the 
categories of a language are not objective!) a|)parcnt to the speakers 
of it. Furthermore, even aside from the lormali/ed aspect of language, 
speech may become the bearer of ideas and concepts that reflect one 
kind of world rather than another and thus be relevant to pcrception. 
Kohler has pointed out, for c\am|>le, that the transition in western 
culture from a period in which a scientific world view was first articu- 
lated in “theoretically formulated sentences" to a later period when 
this world view became an integral part ol the outlook ot the man in 
the street, was mediated through the symbolic representation ol it in 
the functioning of everyday speech. “Long ago," he says, “the most 
basic convictions of scientific culture lost the character of theoretically 
formulated sentences. Gradually they have become aspects ot the world 
as we perceive it; the world looks today what our lorcFathers learned 
to say about it; we act and we speak accordingly. In this form the con- 
sequences of a few centuries of science are present in the remotest cor- 
ners of the civilized world" (19). 

While I do not have time here to elaborate the manifold relations 
between language and perception, I should like to emphasize the fact 
that these relations involve much more than the cognitive function of 
perception. Two rather simple illustrations will, J hope, be sufficient to 
exhibit the role ot language as an integrative tactor with respect to the 
functioning of perceptual discrimination, conceptualization, evalua- 
tion, and motivation. 

In the vocabulary of the Northern Ojibwa Indians, vvith whom I 
have spent considerable time, there is a word — kmebikorninin — which 
means "snake berries." Unlike other terms of its class, which usually 
apply to a single plant species, kinebikominin is applied to a number 
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of species. The common feature that is shared by these plants is that 
their berries are considered inedible by the Indians. Thus the word 
referred to not only discriminates a special category of berries and pro- 
vides a verbal symbol that repicscnts them in discourse; at the same 
time it is a value symbol. Kinehtkomjmri, as compared with other ber- 
ries, are no good to cat. I may aKc say that this evaluation is by no 
means a simple '‘adaptive’* Imution to the intiinsic properties of the 
berries. None of them are poisonous and some other people might 
place them in the edible categoiy. Thus we can see at oiue how lan- 
guage provides the Ojibwa with a means ot conceptually discriminat- 
ing one class ol benies Ironi another at the cognitive level and at the 
same time luinishes him with an evaluation ol the edible properties 
of different species ol berries. This evaluation, in turn, is integrated 
with motivation in that such berries, once j)er(eptual recognition takes 
place, arc shunned as iood. 1 have seen more than one mother smack 
the hands ol a duld v\ho was about to put berries ol die tabued cate- 
gory in his mouth or snatch them awa>, saving at the same moment — 
kinebikomi Conseciuently, the child is not permitted to secure first- 
hand knowledge ol the actual properties ol these berries but learns 
instead to dis*riniinate, evaluate, and avoid objects ol this class 
through the symbolic mediation that language provides. “Snake ber- 
ries’* are not simply objects perceived in the suirounding geographical 
environment. lire) are selectively discriminated objects ol a special 
category in a behavioral world conceptuali/ecl through language. Kine~ 
bikominin becomes a word that is emotionally toned for the child. It 
connotes something forbidderr, sonreihing to be avoided, something 
one may be punished for eating; a class objects vvitii a negative va- 
lence. So it is ejuite easy to see how both perceptual discrimination 
and avoidance ol such objects are motivated tlrrough the integrating 
function ol larrguage. 

It is also worth noting that in this society snakes are disliked, too, 
even though there are no poisonous ones about. Ihey are not only 
avoided, but, it caught, soirretiincs killed and burnt on a pyre. I was 
traveling with some Indians once when this hajrirencd, the victim being 
not more than a loot long and entirely harmless. At any rate, the nega- 
tive evaluation of kinebikominin as food is at the same time, through 
language, tied in with an equivalent altr . de toward a class of animals 
that are disliked, avoided, and not eaten. The Ojibwa child soon learns 
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to recognize a class of “snake berries/' to discriminate them from ed- 
ible species and to act toward them in accordance with their culturally 
evaluated and linguistically symbolized properties, rather than their 
actual ones. In no other animal, of course, do we have perceptual dis- 
crimination, categorization of objects, their evaluation and conduct to- 
wards them all integrated through a conventual means of symbolic rep- 
resentation. This is one of the novel functions of language in man 
which any thoroughgoing account of perception considered in the con- 
text of adjustment must take account of. 

Kinship terms offer another illustration of a type of linguistic phe- 
nomena that may be viewed as exercising an integral function in the 
perceptual diNcrimination, conceptual classification and motivation of 
individuals in social interaction. Among other things they may assume 
directive importance in lowering the threshold of perception with ref- 
erence to the sexual qualities or attracti\cness of women who are cul- 
turally sanctioned as sexual objects, or raising in it the case of women 
of a tabued class. 

The Northern Ojibwa furnish one example. Here all women of the 
forbidden class in a man's own generation are “sisters" in the classifi- 
catory sense. They belong to this category because a man calls them 
“sister," not because they arc siblings of the same parents and thus ge- 
netically related. A man may not even know just how he is related to a 
“distant" sister or whether there is any blood connection at all. What 
language docs is to override completely the genetic facts in the inter- 
est of a discrimination, classification, and sexual evaluation that is so- 
cially significant. So all women of this category arc perceived as “sis- 
ters," not* just as women in a purely biological sense or as differenti- 
ated individuals. Women of this category take on the culturally con- 
stituted qualities of their class, i.e., women who are tabu as sexual ob- 
jects, women who should not even be thought about as such, women 
who must not be looked at too closely or even talked of too freely. 
They should be avoided as much as possible in everyday life, so an 
Ojibwa man would find himself embarrassed to find himself alone 
with a “sister" and even today if they both happened to be attending 
the same church service, he would never accompany her there. 

The other category of women in a man's own kinship generation are 
all called by the term nhiozin. This word is roughly equivalent in 
meaning to the English “sweetheart." Women of this linguistically de- 
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fined class always are “seen” as potential sexual objects. It is practi- 
cally compulsory to joke with them in the most bawdy fashion on ev- 
ery possible occasion. And they may be pursued and won as actual sex- 
ual objects. These aie the women whose eyes are continually noticed, 
whose hair is seen as glossy black and among whom a fat pudenda will 
not only be noticed but commenttd upon with admiration. 

Language in this illustiation. as well as the pievious one, is not only 
integrally related to perceptual cxpeiience, it cannot be separated from 
a total adjustment j)roccss in which the individual functions as a unit 
in a socio-cultural system. In this last illustiation the perceptual dis- 
crimination that language assists in piomoting is a factor in the organi- 
zation of attitudes and motnational pattetns toward sexually approsed 
and sexually disapproved women winch is basic to the pattern of social 
organization in this gioup. T.anguagc plays an important role in build- 
ing up the necessary altitudes, in maintaining them and in channeling 
the motivational patterns which, in their turn, reinforce the discrimina- 
tion of sexual objects by playing their role as directive factors in the 
perceptual « ^ < ricruc ol the individual. 

ART FORMS AND PERCEPTION 

The fact that the graphic arts and literary narratives also may be the 
source of constituent factors in perception has been noted by those who 
were neither psychologists nor social scientists. 1 hese complex symbolic 
forms may act as determining influences through a set created in the 
individual which, in turn, may operate selectively in the perception of 
objects, cjualitics, and the values in actual hie situations. 

In i88cj, for example, Oscar Wilde publidred a famous essay entitled 
The Decay of Lying (20), which took the form of a c mveisation be- 
tween two sophisticated young men. Although it teems with some of 
Wilde's most notorious paradoxes, his fundamental point must be 
taken quite seriously. It is observed by one of the participants in this 
literary conversation that one of the popular cries of the time is “Let 
us return to Life and Nature" (p. 20) but he commen^^ that it “we re- 
gard Nature as the collection of phenomena external to man, people 
only discover in her what they bring to her. . . . (Wordsworth) found 
in stones the sermons he had hidden there" (p. 21). “Life," it is main- 
.tained, “imitates art far more than art imitates life (p. 32). . . . The 
19th century, as we know it, is largely an invention of Balzac. . . . We 
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are merely carrying out, with footnotes and unnecessary additions, the 
whim or fancy or creative vision of a great novelist” (p. 35). We can, 
indeed, go farther. “Nature follows the landscape painter . . . and 
takes her effects from him . . . (p. 40). Things are because we see them, 
and what we see, and how we see it, depends on the arts that have in- 
fluenced us (p. 41). Where she (Nature) used to give us Corots and 
Daubignys, she gives us now exquisite Monets and entrancing Pisaros. 
. . . Nobody of any real culture, tor instance, ever talks now-a-days 
about the beauty of a sunset. Sunsets are quite old tashioned. They be- 
long to the time when Turner was the last note in art” (p. 42). 

Andre Gide in his lectuies (1922) on Dostoievsky (21) comments on 
Wilde’s paradox as follows: “His meaning is undoubtedly that, accus- 
tomed to looking at Natuie in a manner that has become conventional, 
we recognize only what art has educated us to discern. When a j)ainter 
essays to tiansmute and express in his work a j)eisonal vision, Nature’s 
new aspect seems at first blush paiadoxical, insincere, fieakish even. 
However, we speedily grow used to contemplating hei with the bias 
given by this new method, and recognize only what the artist pointed 
out to us. Hence, to eyes unprejudiced, Natuie would really seem to 
imitate art.’' Gide then goes on to apply the same principle to Dostoi- 
evsky who, he points out, made his leadcis peicipicnt to tiaits of hu- 
man chaiacter ncvei noticed beloie — “I do not necessarily mean rare 
ones,” he says, “but simply phenomena to which we had been so far 
blind.” “We exist on given premises,” observes Gide,..“and readily ac- 
quire the habit of seeing the wwld, not so much as it actually is; but as 
we have been told anti persuaded it is.” An ecjuivalent statement may 
now be found in any up-to-date textbook in social psychology. 

With reference to the problem of cultural factors in perception the 
observations of Wilde and Gide might be phrased in the form of the 
general question: To what extent are the symbolic representations of 
life and nature iouiid in the art of a people of determinative impor- 
tance as constituent factors in the perceptual organization and expe- 
rience of individuals (22)? 

Recently John Gillin (23), on the basis of the drawings of Northwest 
coast children studied by Anastasi and Foley, concludes that “children 
of some of the Northwest coast tribes have apparently s6 internalized 
the bizarre and dismembered designs of animals current in their own 
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group that they have great difhculty in seeing, to say nothing of draw- 
ing familiar animals naturalislically. Both perception and performance 
tend to remain within the cultural lorm.” In this case the mere fact 
that children represent animals grajihically in the traditional art style 
docs not in itself, it seems to me, indicate that the actual animals of 
their environment arc seen as they are drawn. But Gillin's interpreta- 
tion sharpens the problem because ol the evtiemely bizarre characteris- 
tics of the ait style itself as viewed by outside obseiseis like ourselves. 

To my mind, there is a laige area open to empirical investigation 
once we begin to give serious thought to the lelation between the na- 
ture ot objects, cpialitics, relations, values, etc, as symbcjlically repie- 
seiited in the an forms of a cultuie and the the perceptual experience 
ot individuals. With respect to the non-literate peoples the cjuestion has 
a negative as well as a positive inipoit. What perceptual differences, if 
any, result lioni the total absence ot ccitain aits, like painting, or the 
absence of certain leatuies we now take for grarned, like three dimen- 
sional perspective which in Western culture is only about five centuries 
old? (24) In other words, did the rise of the rcpiesentation ot scientific 
perspective in Western painting as a coinention lead to any changes in 
the manner in which subsequent generations ol Euiopcans have come 
to perceive the spatial aspects ol their vvoilcl? 

The fundamental complexity ol human perception, then, when 
viewed in an inclusive liame ot refeieme, aiises trom the fact that 
while the jrercejrtual world of the human being is dependent upon the 
natuie ot iiinncdiate objects and events, it is not dependent upon them 
alone. It is also dependent upon objects and events not immediately 
given at the moment but mediated ihiough iepresenlaii\e processes. As 
G. Murphy puts it: “We do not really see with our eyes or hear with 
our ears. If we all saw with oin eyes, we should see pretty much alike; 
we should differ only so far as retinal struciuiL, eyeball striulure, etc. 
differ. We difler much more widely than this because we see not only 
with our eyes but with our rnidbrain, our visual and associative centers, 
and with oui systems ol incipient behavior, to which almost all visual 
perceiving directly leads’" (25). In consequence the symbolic represen- 
tation ot meaningful forms, entities, and values in art and, in language, 
the discriminations of significant classes oi objects and events and their 
conceptualization become important constituents operating through 
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memory, imagination, fantasy, attitudes, or beliefs in the total structu- 
ralization of perceptual experience (26). But once we take account of 
such functional factors in perception we can go a step beyond this. 

BELIEF AND PERCEPTION 

I shall attempt to demonstrate, by releience to the Northern Ojibwa, 
how entities that have no tangible or matciial existence may become 
perceptual objects in the actual experience of individuals. That is to 
say, the reality of what to outsiders are only symbolically mediated and 
concretely elaborated images may receive perceptual support through 
the experiences ot individuals for whom such entities are reified in an 
established system ot traditional beliefs. Under these conditions it is 
even predictable, I think, that some persons will not only report per- 
ceptual experiences involving such entities, but will act as if they be- 
longed in the category of tangible or mateiial objects. 

From a descriptive point of view the belief system of the Northern 
Ojibwa includes several different classes of non-human “spirituar' en- 
tities, i.e., orders ot sentient beings that are not classed as Anicinahek 
(men-Indians). It will be unnecessary to describe these in detail here 
since the major point I wish to make is that the Ojibwa themselves dis- 
tinguish between these orders ot being with respect to the manner in 
which they become nranitest to Anicinahek, Their most char ai ter istic 
manifestation is in dreams and the generic term pawagannk may be 
translated as “dream visitois.” Fin ther more, pawagajiak become closely 
associated with an individual in so far as they lunction as his guardian 
spirits. He obtains these guardian spirits in the dreams of his puberty 
fast and he does not expect these particular pawagannk to manifest 
themselves to him in any other way. In short, the Ojibwa docs not ex- 
pect to perceive them undci the same circumstarKCs as the objects and 
events of daily life. By (ultuial definition pawagannk are “perceivable^ 
only in the “inner vvoild” ol di earns. But it a man is a con)uici, he may 
call some of his guaiclian spiiits to his conjuring tent w^here they be- 
come audible to other persons. Consequently, it is particularly interest- 
ing to note that there is one reified being, the High God, who never 
becomes the guardian spirit of an individual, nor appears as a “dream 
visitor,*’ nor becomes an object of perception even in the conjuring 
tent. The existence of this being is a matter of faith. By cultural defini- 
tion the High God is not a perceptible object in any context. If any 
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Indian reported that he had seen or heard kadabendjiget, his veracity 
would be challenged, or he might be thought “crazy." 

Now in addition to these types of spiritual beings, there is another 
category of special interest, llie Ojibwa believe in the existence of cer- 
tain animals of exceptionally large size, despite the fact that animals of 
this type are seldom seen. Among others, there are Big Turtles, Big 
Snakes, Big Frogs, and I'hunder Birds. Although these large animals 
are classed by the Ojibwa witli the other fauna of their habitat, in only 
one or two cases are there actual species of animals of the same family 
that differ markedly in size. One example would be the Turtles. In this 
case, there exists one species of large turtle — along with smaller ones 
that arc called the “younger brothers" of inikinak. Considered as a 
class, therefore, the “big" animals are “mythical" animals from our 
point of view. What is of special interest, even if confusing to us, is that 
there is a “mythical" luikinak, too. I call attention to this because it is 
likewise paradoxical that the launal countei])art ^f this “mythical" tur- 
tle is very rare and seldom secji whereas the reified wikinak has been 
heard by everyone. For along with other paivaganak he speaks, and* 
even sings, in the conjuring tent (27). In this conjuring rite a small 
structure is built which conceals the conjurer. He has the j)owcr to in- 
voke the pawngauak who happens to be among his guaidian spirits. 
They manilest tlicmselves audibly to the Indians who sit on the ground, 
outside the tent, i liese paxoagauak talk and sing like human beings and 
the dogma is that it is not the conjurer's voice that you hear. From the 
standpoint of perceptual exjKTience, therefore, the conjuring rite is a 
device whereby spiritual entities become reified through sound as the 
sensory medium. Since mikinak alwavs has something to say in a con- 
juring pcrformairce, he becomes a familiar figure *0 everyone. On the 
other hand, his actual faunal counterpart is scarcely ever seen. 

As I hav^* already pcjinted out, I hunder Birds, Great Snakes, and 
Great Frogs have no launal counterparts. Bui since they are classified 
with the fauna ol the region in the conceptual scheme of the Ojibwa, 
it follows, logically enough, that these animals may be heard, seen, or 
some other evidence of their “actual" existence be perceived by any 
one, even though rarely. Rarity of observation is irrelevant to the coir- 
viction that animals of this category actually exist. 

^ Among the large animals, Ihun l^'r Birds arc familiar to everyone 
because thunder is their cry. They are put in the avaian category, more- 
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over, for a very good reason. Their cries are only heard from late spring 
until early fall, so it is said that they belong in the same class with the 
Summer Birds who migrate north at this time and leave the country 
before winter sets in. As a matter of fart, I once compared the meteoro- 
logical facts on record legarding the ocdirrcncc of thunder with the 
facts on bird migration to this region and theie is an almost perfect 
correlation (28). So the reification of 7'hunder Birds like the Great Tur- 
tle of the conjuring tent is actually supported by auditory experience, 
but in a diflerent context. On the other hand, although I'hunder Birds 
may appear to an individual in dreams, they are rarely seen. Some years 
ago there was a man who claimed to ha\e seen pnicsi (a I’huiuler Bird) 
^‘with his own eyes” when he was about twelve yeais old. During a se- 
vere thunderstorm, he ran out of his tent and th(‘te on the rocks lay a 
strange bird. He lan back to get his parents but when they arrived, the 
bird had disappeaied. He was sure it w^as pinesi but his ciders were 
skeptical because it is almost unheard of to see a Thunder Bird. Some- 
time later the vciacity of the boy's experience was clinched when a 
man who had dreamed of pinesi \erificd the boy's description. 

In the case of Big Snakes, Big Frogs, and certain othci animals of the 
same category who are believed to be terrestrial in habitat, it is thought 
that there are relatively few of them about. And since they are never 
sought out, like other animals, it is not expected that they will be fre- 
quently observed. But there is always the jiossibility that these animals, 
or their tracks, may be seen in the most literal sense. 

Thus Maman, the best hunter ol the Little Grand Rapids Band, a 
man of high intellige'nce, and vivid imagination as judged both from 
common sense observation and his Rorschach lecoid (29), tc^ld me he 
saw one of the Great Snakes when he was hunting moose up a small 
creek that runs into Family Lake. He was so surprised, he said, that he 
did not shoot. The creature was moving into the water. He saw the 
head, which looked something like that ol a deer, but without horns. 
The snake was white around the chin. I asked him about the diameter 
of the body. “It was as big around as that” he said, pointing to a stove 
pipe. He said he saw as much of the snake as the diagonal distance 
across the cabin in which we were sitting at the time, which was about 
15-16 feet. I'he Great Snake moved in a straight jjath, not this way and 
that, as the smaller snakes do. I also have another eye-witness account 
of a Great Snake seen by my informant Chief Berens and his two sons 
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when they were on a hunting trip. Both these accounts document the 
fact that culturally reified images may, under given conditions, become 
directive factors in the perceptions of the individual. But these cultural 
constituents of peiception may have much deeper implications than 
these relatively simple instance's demonstrate. For in any given situation 
they may also evoke deep-seated attitudes and emotions that precipitate 
action. Congitive and motivational lactois become inextricably linked. 
Great Frogs, for instance, are greatly feared, so that no one wishes to 
meet one. On one occasion when foui Indians were crossing Lake Win- 
nipeg in a canoe and landed on an island wheic they expected to spend 
the night, one of them discovereil what he interjireted as tracks of a 
Great Frog. His companions examined the Hacks and agreed. All of 
these men became stricken with feai so although night was approach- 
ing and they had a considciahle distance to paddle, nevertheless, they 
felt compelled to leave the island at once. 

What 1 should like to stiess in this example is the fact that all of 
these men were excellent hunteis and weie accustomed to diffeicntiatc 
the tracks of the various animals that inhabit this legion. \et all of 
them agreed that the maiks thev saw indicated tiaces of a Gieat Frog. 
Hence the significant thing to be noted is the depth of the aflect asso- 
ciated with the coiKej)tuali/ation of Gu*at Fiogs. Once this was touched 
off, it was impossible ioi any of them to examine the tracks on the 
beach in the imcujotioual way the tiacks ol the ordinary fur-bearing 
animal or a moose or dcei would be inspected. And ihen lear, in turn, 
made it inexitable that they should leave the island with the greatest 
haste, since the whole peiceptual situation became meaningfully struc- 
tured in terms ol flight. Flic psychological field in which these Indians 
were behaving, although cultuially constituted, was much moie com- 
plex than the accounts 1 have cited in the case ol the (iieat Snakes. 
Furtheimore, ihe conduct ol these men w'ould be completely unintelh’ 
gible, if viewed or anah/ed in terms ol the “objective" situation alone. 
Their belief in and attitude towaid Gieat Frogs alone give it meaning 
and explain their overt ccmdiict (30). It is a conciete exemplification of 
the general assertion of MacLeod that: “Puicly fictitious objects, events 
and relationships can be just as tiuly detciminates of our behavior as 
arc those which are anchoied in physical reality" (31). 

As a final example, 1 wish to discuss another case in w^hich I happen 
to have a more detailed personal account ol the experience of an In- 
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dian who "met" and took flight from a cannibal giant — a Windigo, A 
belief in such monsters is an integral part of Northern Ojibwa culture. 
There are two categories of Windigowak, The first (oniprises actual 
persons who have tinned into cannibals. In this discussion, I am not 
concerned with W indigowak of this class. The second category consists 
of mythical cannibal giants who may be found roaming the country, 
especially in the spring, avid for human Jlesh. I’liey are concept uali/ed 
as horrible in appearance, they have hearts of ice and ex cry time they 
call out they get taller so that to hear the shouts of a iifindigo is enough 
to make one shudder with fear. Only a lew such shouts and he is taller 
than the towering spruce which arc so characteristic a Icatuic ot the 
landscape. 

Both categories of xohidigoxvak are the focus of a considerable num- 
ber of anecdotes. For just as it was considered necessary to kill actual 
persons who had turned into cannil)als, theie are parallel anecdotes 
which relate the heroic battles between human beings and monster 
mythical cannibals. Besides anecdotes of this sort there are those told 
in the first person by individuals who have heard the blood-c in tiling 
shouts of a xoindigo in the bush, or b) those who have seen the tracks of 
such a creature. The lollowing anecdote of this (lass is of particular in- 
terest with reference to the total structurali/atioii and functioning of 
perception since iVdam Big Mouth became convinced that a xoindigo 
was close by, although he never saw him, and only Kjvvard the end of 
the anecdote is there any leteience to a shout. The circumstances under 
which an objectively innocuous situation became perceived as an ex- 
tremely dangerous one can best be conve)ccl in Adam’s own words: 

Once in the Spring of the year, I was hunting muskrats. Tlic* Like was still 
frozen, only the river was open, hut there was lots of iic along the shore. When 
it began to get dark 1 put ashore and made a file close to the w.iter edge to 
cook my supper. While I w'as sitting there I heard someone p.issing across the 
river. I could hear the branches cracking. I went to ni) c.irioe and jumped in. 
I paddled as hard as I could to get away from the noise. Where the river got 
a little wider 1 came to a point that has lots of poplars growing orr it. 1 was 
paddling quite a distance from the shore when 1 came opposite to this point. 
Just then I heard a sound .is il something was passing ihiough the air. A big 
stick had been threnvn out at me but it did not strike me. I kept on going and 
paddled towards the other side again. But he went. I>ack and headed me off in 
that direction. This was in the spring of the year when the nights are not so 
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long. He kept after me all night. 1 was scared to go ashore. Towards morning 
1 reached a place where there is a high rock. 1 camped there and when it was 
light 1 went to set a bear trap. Later that day 1 came back to the river again. 
I started out again in my canoe. Late in the evening, after the sun had set, 
there was a place where I had to portage my carH>e over to a lake. I left my 
canoe and went to see whether the lake was open. There were some open 
places so 1 went back to get my canoe. Then I heard him again. I carried my 
canoe over to the lake — it was a big one — and paddled olF as fast as I could. 
When I got to the other end of the lake it was almost daylight. I did notMear 
him while I was traveling. I went ashore and made a fire. After this I heard 
something again. 1 was seated. “How am I going to get away from him/* I 
thought. I decided to make for the other side of an island in the lake. I was 
sitting by my canoe and 1 heard him coming closer. 1 was mad now. He had 
chased me long enough. 1 said to myself, “I'he number of my days has been 
given me alreadyl” So I picked up niy axe and my gun and went in the direc- 
tion of the sounds I had heard. As soon as 1 got closer to him he made a break 
for it. 1 could hear him crashing through the trees. Between the shore and the 
island there was a jdace wheie the water was not frozen. He was headed in this 
direction. I kept alter him. I could hear him on the weak ice. 'riien he fell in 
and I heotd • teiiilic yell. I turned back then and 1 can’t say whether he man- 
aged to get out or not. 1 killed some ducks and went back to my canoe. 1 was 
getting pretty \\(‘ak by this time so I made for a camp I thought was close by. 
But the people h.id lelt. I found out later that they had heard him and were 
so scared that they moved »iway. 

In the foregoing anecdote there arc thirteen references to hearing the 
windigo. Auditc^ry stimuli alone appear to have been the chief physical 
source of the subject’s interpretation of the initial presence of a windigo 
and all his subsequent overt behavior. In principle, therefore, there is 
some analogy to a linguistic situation although, in speech sounds, there 
is a very high order of patterning. But in principle a succession of 
sounds is heard which, although they are physical stimuli, become sig- 
nificant to the perceiver because they also convey a conventional mean- 
ing. This meaning is only understood because the perceiver has under- 
gone a learning process which makes the meaning intelligible. And 
intelligibility in linguistically conveyed meanings always involves con- 
cepts. Analogously, the sounds heard by Adam “meant" windigo to 
him. But this was only possible because cannibal monsters were among 
the traditionally reified concepts and imagery^ of his culture. Further- 
more, just as a word or a senience may induce an affective response, or 
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immediately define a situation as dangerous and thus call forth appro- 
priate conduct, such was the case here. Once the situation became per- 
ceptually structuralized in this way. subsequent sounds likewise became 
meaningful in terms of the same pattern. I should also like to stress the 
fact that, at the time, a premise for action became established in terms 
of which Adam's behavior becomes thoroughly intelligible. It is impor- 
tant to recognize this because we see exemplified in this case, too, the 
integral relation between perception and action that is characteristic of 
all organisms. In actual life situations, perceptual i espouses never occur 
in a behavioral vacuum. Considered in cross-cultuial perspective I think 
we may say that, in addition to enabling man to adapt himself to a 
world of physical objects and events, like other animals, perception in 
our species enables human beings to adjust to a realm of culturally 
constituted objects as psychologically “real" as other orders of phe- 
nomena. Consecjueiitly, motivation and appropriate conduct must be 
judged with reference to a culturally constituted order of reality. Ad- 
am's behavior, therefore, was highly appro])iiate in his own frame of 
reference. 

But there is another side to this coin which may, at first, seem para- 
doxical. Perception in man may be said to ha\e accpiiied an overlaid 
social function. For is it not true, that in the light of the foregoing ma- 
terial, perception serves such a function to the extent that it is one of 
the chief psychological means whereby belief in reified images and con- 
cepts as integral parts of a cultural order of reality, arc substantiated in 
the experience of individuals? It is through the activity of the same sen- 
sory modalities that alwa)s have been consideied sufficiently reliable in 
bringing us into contact with the “lealit)" of the outer wcjrld that the 
“reality" of objects that have their roots in man’s inner world ate re- 
inforced. 

PERSONALITY FACTORS AND PERCEPTION 

Part of the psychological interest of Adam Big Mouth’s experience 
with a xvindigo lies in the fact that he himsell was responsible for the 
perceptual structurali/ation of this paiticular situation. Another In- 
dian in the same objective situation and belonging to the same cultural 
group may, or may not, have perceived a xvindigo. Comecjucntly, it is 
inaccurate and misleading. I believe, to speak of cultural detominisrn 
in such a case. It is for this reason that I have deliberately referred to 
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culturally const! tilled factors in perception, when speaking of individ- 
uals. 'I'his leads to a more geneial question. While given a belief in 
giant cannibals, it may be predicted that some Ojibwa Indians will re- 
port percej)tual experiences which offer tangible evidence for the actual 
existence of roindigowak, are there not selective factors that determine 
which particular individuals have these experieiues under given con- 
ditions? J am sure that everyone agrees that there are such factors even 
though it may be diflicult to identify them and to demonstrate their 
relevance in a given instance. Let us call them idiosyncratic or personal 
determinants. 

Is there any evidence for the operation of such determinants in the 
case of Adam Big Mouth? 1 think that there is some evidence, although 
I do not have sufficient details to push it too far. (i) Adam's father was 
a veiy powerful medicine man. (2) He was also one of those who was 
reported to have k tiled mythical eannibals. (3) Adam was the man who 
told me mor e anecdotes about cannilrals than anyone else. Q) When he 
was a small boy Adan, had also seen a lottidigo a short distance from 
where his family was camjnng. He reported this to his father. (5) Ad- 
am’s Rotsciiadi record is characteii/ed by the fact that out of a total of 
thirteen responses he gave a whole answer to each card. I’his was always 
his first answer and he responded with considerable rapidity. Further- 
more, in this immediate interpretation of each successive blot as a 
whf)le Adam was almost unique in my series. And wherr I add that his 
wholes were not particularly good ones, I believe that the relevance of 
his Rorschach performance to his responses in the situation narrated is 
even more fully evident. His rapid but not too accurate structurali/a- 
tion of an ambiguous situation gave free play to tin* influence of tradi- 
tional belief as well as personal determinants. 

Although Adam was a conjurer and medicine man too, he did not 
enjoy the reputatiern ol his father. One might guess that all this indi- 
cates that Adam wished to be like his father and to have his power but 
he had never succeeded in his inner striving lor identification. 1 also 
suspc'ct that the anecdote I have narrated might be psychologically irr- 
terpreted to mean that although Adam unconsciously wished ter be able 
to lace a ivtudigo anci kill it as his father had done, he was not quite 
up to it. He did not have the courage of his father. Nevertheless, he 
managed to escape from the xuindig alive. At first he was terrified; 
ultimately he regained his courage for he says; “I was mad now. He had 
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chased me long enough." So at that point he starts ofE in the direction 
of the windigo and the windigo becomes pursued and falls through the 
icel In the end, Adam became a kind of hero to himself, which satisfied 
an inner need. From the personal angle, therefore, it matters little 
whether his account is strictly accurate. It is quite possible that he may 
have elaborated it as time went on. But taken at its face value, his ex- 
perience not only illustrates cultural factors in the structurali/.ation of 
perception but, at the same time, personal needs as directive factors in 
perception. 

Another case that illustrates the integral functioning of cultural and 
idiosyncratic variables has quite a diflerent setting than the one just 
described. It will serve to demonstrate tlie importance of directive fac- 
tors in perception in the area of interpersonal relations among a non- 
literate people. On the face of it the facts look very simple. An old man 
named Kiwetin (North W^ind) told me that a manied woman who was 
his neighbor was using sorcery against him. He had been sick and Cath- 
erine, he said, was back of it. 

From a cultural point of view, thereloie, we have a belief in sorcery 
to consider and the general attitudes it engcndeis among a people who 
are convinced of its reality. On the personal side we have to ask: Why 
did Kiwetin think that Catherine was responsible? Was it simply be- 
cause she had the reputation of being a wiuli or were (here selective 
factors of a more idiosyncratic nature rooted in the psychodynamics of 
his personality? Since I do irot have all the necessary facts in this case, 
including any personal inrpressions of Catherine, whom I never met, 
my main purpose in 'discussing it at all is to use it as a sort of paradigm. 
I want to call atterrtion to some of the possibilities that the investiga- 
tion of the role of perception in interpersonal relations affords in a 
primitive society. 

A belief in sorcery, of course, is based on the assumption that human 
individuals may possess, and exercise at will, malevolent jjowers against 
other individuals. Such a belief is lound in many human sexieties. 
Among the Ojibwa there are certain provincial leatures that must also 
be understood, (i) Typically, men rather than women are thought to 
possess powers of sorcery. If wornerr have magic power they use it prin- 
cipally to protect themselves and their children. (2) Power that can be 
used malevolently comes from the same sources of powr that can be 
used benevolently, such as curing people who arc ill. U'hese sources arc 
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the pawaganak, already referred to. They are a man’s guardian spirits. 
They confer certain powers upon him and stand ready to do his bid- 
ding. (3) Since such powers are acquired in a lonely vigil at puberty, 
no one can tell how much power another individual has, or whether it 
enables him to do evil or not. (4) Sorcery, by cultural definition is 
always practiced covertly. No one ever admits he possesses evil power, 
or that he has acted malevolently, except under circumstances I need 
not go into here. The only really tangible evidence of the practice of 
sorcery is that in some cases of illness, believed to be due to malevolent 
action of this kind, a special kind of doctor removes an object from the 
body of the patient — a piece of hair, a cpiill, a sharp piece of bone. 

Among the Ojibwa there are ceitain obvious psychological conse- 
quences of a belief in sorcery. Men in particular are wary of one an- 
other; they (annot lully trust each other. For sorcery is alw^ays a po- 
tential threat to the central value ol these people — pimadoiziwhi — Life, 
in the sense of longevity and freedom from illness and misfortune. In- 
terpersonal relations are alTcctively toned by suspicions that may arise 
from thp manner, tone, facial expiession, gestures, attitudes, and con- 
duct of persons with whom an individual is associated in daily life. 
There is always a latent anxiety that can be easily aroused because 
sorcery is believed to exist and may threaten pimad^ziioin. If I fall ill 
my anxiety increases, because someone may have bewitched me. In con- 
sequence I am highly motivated to reflect upon the whole matter, my 
purpose being to discover who it might be. I'o arrive at a satisfactory 
answer I have to have some evidence on the* basis oi which I can make a 
judgment. So I a|)peal to the “evidence of my senses.” Where else, in- 
deed, could 1 turn? 

The chief point I want to emphasi/c is the important psychological 
fact that the Ojibwa have to pick out sorcerers for themselves. With 
reference to our central topic vve may ask: W'hat kind of perceptual 
evidence becomes imjroriant in the identification of a particular sor- 
cerer? And what kind of directive factors influence j^erception. The 
situation would be cpiite different, of course, in a society wdiere there 
was a cultural definition of the traits of sorcerers or even where ordeals 
of a public nature were customary so that an accused individual could 
be put to some test. Where ordeals exist, everyone can see for himself 
vyhether an accused sorcerer passes liie test or fails. But among the 
Ojibwa sorcery itself is not only covert. If 1 am sick I may privately 
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make up my mind who is responsible and take whatever measures I see 
fit. If I have any power niysell. I may sorcen’ze my enemy covertly in 
turn. This is the essence of the situation. So it is easy to see how in 
this sort of socio-psychological field it is inevitable that projective mech- 
anisms will operate with the utmost freedom. There are culturally con- 
stituted barriers to any kind of reality testing. 

Returning now to the particular case I mentioned, there are several 
facts to be noted which seem to me to have special importance. In the 
first place, Catherine, although I never saw her was, from all accounts, 
an unusual woman. She was even notorious. She was large in size, 
terrifically dynamic for an Indian woman, and she had had many hus- 
bands. Besides this, many Indians were conxinced that she had a knowl- 
edge of sorcery which, in itsell, made her unusual. Kiwetin at the time 
of which I speak was a widower, living by hiinscU. I had gone to see 
him because he had once been active in the Midewiwin wliose major 
function was curative. He was a medicine man ref)uted to have con- 
siderable poxver. How did Kiwetin arrive at the condusion that Cath- 
erine was using sorceiy against him? In the first place he had been sick. 
Since he did not respond at once to the medicine used, his suspicions 
became aroused. Someone must be using malevolent power against him. 
But why Catherine? AVhat struck me so forcibly when Kiwetin told me 
his story was the kind ol evidence he regarded as decisive. It was the 
woman’s outward display of arniability and kindness toward him that 
made him think she had malevolent intentions. She smiled pleasantly 
at him. But he knew this was put on. “It was only on her face, not in 
her mind,” he said. She also had invited him into her house to have 
something to eat. But he always refused. She might put something in 
his food. The selection of outward amiabiliiy as evidence ot covert 
malevolence in this instance is not tinicjue. I have heard the same thing 
in one or tw'o other cases. On one occasion when I heard a rumor that 
one old man was a very wicked sorcerer, I naively said, “But he is such 
a nice old man.” “ that’s just it,” my informant said, “That’s why you 
have to watch him.” I do not wash to create the impression that out- 
ward amiability among the Ojibwa is institutionalized as indicative of 
malevolent intentions. I’his is far from being the case What is interest- 
ing is the fact that what might be supjxrsed to be a universal expression 
of positive attitudes in interpersonal relations may be perceived as 
having a completely negative meaning. How far it would be possible to 
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institutionalize a negative appraisal o£ all expressions of kindness and 
amiability in any culture is a nice question. In the case of Catherine, I 
may add, I think there is good reason to believe that, in reality, there 
was no actual malevolence involved. 

This leads us to a consideration of directive factors of a purely idio- 
syncratic nature that may have been responsible for Kiwetin’s “choice" 
of a witch. What finally clinched the whole matter for Kiwetin was the 
fact that, in a dream, one of his pawagan informed him that Catherine 
was responsible for his illness. I'his suggests that unconscious as well as 
conscious forces were operating in the same direction. This fact is of 
importance because, as I pointed out in the beginning, men, rather 
than women, arc the chief manipulators of malevolent power. So why 
choose a woman? My hypothesis would be that Kiwetin's choice of 
Catherine was involved with his basic psychosexual adjustment. His 
interpretation of the whole situation was a projection on his part which 
served as an effective personal defense against (..atherine, whom he 
could not help seeing and being aware of constantly since she was his 
neighbor At the conscious level, therefore, he made use of a belief 
well-entrenched in his culture, backed up, of course, by the “evidence 
of his senses," to build up a lationalization that enabled him to avoid 
her and condemn her. Unconsciously, I have no doubt, he was fearful 
of women and Catherine in particular, while at the same time he was 
attracted to her. 

In this case', therefore, we find perception linked to complex personal 
needs which influence it selectively. At the same time we see another in- 
stance in which perception served a social function in so far as it helped 
to corroborate the belief that witches, c\en if unusujl, existed. Faced 
with the same personal problem, in some other culture, Kiwetin would 
have had to make use of some other means of rationalization. Defense 
mechanisms and perception arc universal processes in human adjust- 
ment. Culturally available means arc local and variable. But in the 
whole adjustment process the central role which perception plays is 
evident. Per ception is made the basis of judgment, decision, action. 
Abstractly stated, this is an old axiom in psychology. A case such as the 
foregoing suggests that the kind of judgments made, the nature of the 
decisions arrived at, and the consequences in terms of motivation and 
conduct are related to both cultural and idiosyncratic variables. Con- 
sequently, the dynamics of perception are not entirely clear if we do 
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not approach the whole problem in a fashion that enables us to take 
account of non-sensory as well as sensory determinants. 

An inclusive approach such as is now being more systematically pur- 
sued than formerly, and which stresses functional factors, is directly 
relevant to a deeper understanding of the role of cultural factors in the 
structuralization of perception and even necessary for the explanation 
of concrete behavior in cross-cultural perspective. 
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Problems of social psychology have two skies. On one side there is tlie 
problem of discovering the laws of social behavior. This is the sys- 
tematic side; it presents theoretical and experimental problems. On 
the other side there is the problem ol measuring the paiameters of tliese 
laws for diffeient cultures and different conditions of life. This is the 
ecological side; it in\olVes descriptive and field-study pioblems. 

Psychology has been concerned largely with the systematic problem. 
Much time has been -spent on the basic tiuestion of how to conceptu- 
alize social interaction and personality. A great amount oi effoit has 
been directed at determining the roles of learning, perception, imita- 
tion, identification, gratification, frustration, and other psychological 
processes in socialization, acculturation, and personality development. 
Psychology has been little concerned meanwhile with the eccilogical 
problem. Little has been done toward the dcvelcipment of psychological 
field methods. We do not know with precision for diflerent cultures and 
different conditions of life the degree of occurrence of the factors 
thought to be of importance for social behavior and psychological de- 
velopment. Before we can understand why Germans behave as Ger- 

1 '1 he research upon which this paper is })asecl has been siip[>ortcd Ijy a grunt from 
the National Institute of Mental Health, IJ. S. Public Health Service. 
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mans, why Kansas childicn become Kansans, why city children differ 
from country children, and why the behavior oi lower-class children 
differs from that ot upper-class children, we must know more than the 
laws of social behavior. We must know also how the variables of social 
behavior arc distributed in society. 

At the University of Kansas, we have recently directed our efforts 
toward one aspect of the ecological problem, namely, the dexelopment 
ol methods for describing the psychological ensiionincnt of children 
under non-cxpciimental, field conditions. Others have made important 
contributions to this problem. We cannot review their work here, but 
we woidd recall to your minds the important accomplishments of Bald- 
win in measuring some situational factors within the famil}, cjf Ander- 
son in studying domination in the schoolroom, and ol Lippitt, White, 
and Lewin in diagnosing democratic and authc^iitarian atmosidieres in 
childien's groups. Recognizing that psychological ecology is in a pio- 
neering stage where a \aiiety of approaches has value, w^e shall proceed 
immediately to the description of our own methods and to the presenta- 
tion of <!ome results obtained by them. 

Here is a specific example ol our general problem: We wish to de- 
sdihe as completely as possible the psychological ^\orld of Raymond 
Biidt, a seven-year-old who lives in the small Kansas town of Midwest. 
\Vith current theories in view, vve want to know the extent to which 
Raymoners behavior is influenced by conditions such as those of frustra- 
tion, tailure rejection, gratification, success, tieedcmi, punishment, and 
reward. We want to know the kind ol world that Raymond, his family 
and ccmimunity, in interaction, proMcle for him. We want this informa- 
tion irr a lornr that will allow us to compare Raymoners world with the 
worlds ol other children in Midwest and with those «)1 children in other 
cultures and tiKumstaiices ol life. 

THE SPECIMEN RECORD 

Raymond’s psychological environment has to be inferred from his 
behavior and lioin the physical and social situations in which his be- 
havior occurs. To get a sample of Raymond’s behavior and situation, 
wc have used a kind ol record that was popular in the early days of 
psychology, but which, in recent times, has been almost completely 
abandoned as a scientific instrument, namely, the anecdotal record. We 
have sccuied detailed records of this kind, and in so doing we have tried 
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to avoid the welhknown deficiencies of the early use of this method. 
Here is a sample of our record of Raymond's behavior and situation on 
April 26, 1949. It begins at 7:00 a.m. when his mother awakened him: 

7:00. Mrs. Birch said with pleasant casualncss, “Raymond, wake up.“ With a 
little moic urgent) in her voice she spoke again: “Son, are you going 
to school today?" 

Raymond didn’t respond iinmediatcly. 

He screwed up his face and whimpered a little. 

He lay still. 

His mother repeated, “Raymond, wake up.” This was said pleasantly; 
the mother w'as apparently in good spit its and was w’lllirig to j)ut up 
with her son’s reluctance. 

Raymond w'himpered again, and kicked his leet lapidly in piotest. 

He squirmed around and tolled o\ci tu)ssways on the bed. 

• His mother removed the covets. 

Raymond ivoie a T-shnt and pajama fyant^. 

He again kicked his feet in piotest. 

He sat up and rubbed his eyes. 

He glanced at me and smiled. 

I smiled in return as 1 rontinuul making notes. 

Mis, Birth tpok some tlnthes fiom the bin can and laid them on 
the bed next to Raymond, Thtne weie a dean Inin of so< hs, a dean 
pair of shoils, a white T shut antt a stiifwd T-shnt. Raymond's 
bluc-jean pants weic on a than neat the httf, wheie Mrs. Bndi 
continued to stand. 

Raymond picked up a sock and began lugging .ind pulling it on his 
left foot. 

As his mother watched him she said kiddinglv. “( an’t you get your 
peepers opi n?" 

Raymond stopped putting on his sock long enough to rub his eyes 
again. He appeared to be very sleeps. 

He said plaintively, “Momie,” and (ontituied mumbling in an unintel- 
ligible way something alxmt his undei shirt. 
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7*02. His mother asked, “Do you want to put this undershirt on or do you 
want to wear the one you have on?** 

Raymond sleepily muttered somediing in reply. 

His mother left the room and went into the kitchen 

Raymond struggled out of the T shirt which he had on. 

He put on the dean striped T shirt more elhcicntl) 

703 He pulled on his right sock 

He picked up his left tennis shoe and put it on 

He laced his left shoe with slow ddihci if 1011 looking intently at the 
shoe as he woikcd stc add) until he had it all l.ucd 

7 04 He put on his light shoe. 

He laced up his light shoe Again he uoikcd intentl), looking at the 
shoe as he laced it 

His mother called, “Ra)mond do >011 want an egg for breakfast •* mi 
a p L is*nt inquiring tone 

Ra)mond responded vciy slttpil), No His voice showed no imta 
tion or resentment, he just iiisweied in a matter of fact, sleepy way, 
■‘No ’ 

7 05 As lu IiiiisIkcI 1 King his shoe, he called out 111 a lathci pi untivc voice, 
Moini come heu 

Mis Ihidi didn t resjxmd veibillv but her footsteps signaled hci ap 
pioach 

W hi Ji his moihd (amt n to the loom Ra'\fn uid still had on hn 
pajama panti, his shoits at if lynij; on tin b(d n(\t to him 

Mis B’leh came ovei to the bed ind bent down close to Ravinond 

He whispeied something to hei 

Mrs. Birch chuckled with slight cnibairassinent and said, laughinglv, 

“Well, take them oil and put the 111 on, meaning that he was to take 
off his pajama pants and put on his iiiideiwcai pints 

She stood next to him as he made the change' 

Out of defeience to Rayrnofiu s embariassment, I turned away as 
he changed fits pants. The mother letuined to the kitchen. She r< 
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entered Raymond*s room and said to me, '*Won*t you have break- 
fast with us?** I declined, explaining that I found it difficult to 
write and eat at the same time, and that I had just had breakfast 
before I left home. 

As his mother and I talked, Raymond put on his blue jeans. 

7:06. He stood up next to the bed and buckled the belt for his pants. 

The pet dog, Honey, ambled into the 100m. Honey xvas a fox ter- 
rier, quite old, fat, and bioad. 

While buckling his belt Raymond said, with a little sleep in his voice, 
but friendly and pleasantly, ‘‘Hi, Honey.’' 

Hone) put her front paws on Raymond’s knees. 

He finished buckling his belt and, at the same time, patted Honey and 
scratched her back in a friendly way. 

7:07. Raymond turned to the dresser and rummaged among some things. 

. He came out with a piece of candy. 

He held up the candy and said to the dog, in a pleasant, yet ordeting 
tone, “Sit up, Honey, sit up.” 

Honey promptly sat up and Raymond shoved the (andy into her 
mouth. 

Just as he finished doing this, Mrs. Birch walked by the door and said, 
“Are you dressed, son?” Seeing tliat he was, she added pleasantly, “ riien 
go and wash up.’’ 

Rjiymond immediately went to the bathroom, leaving the door open. 
He washed briefly at the sink. 

7:08. He came out cjf the bathroom carrying a bottle of \aseline hair oil. 

He went into his bedroom. 

He shook a few drops of oil into the palm of one hand, and set the 
bottle on the dresser. 

I’hen he put the oil on his hair and began massaging his scalp with 
his hands and fingers. 

As he was doing this, his father, who had been in the front room 
reading the morning paper, came by in the hallway on his way tq 
the kitchen for breakfast. 
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He turned into Raymond's room and greeted him in a friendly, jocular 
way: "Well, Clam, are you ready to eat?” 

Raymond promptly and easily replied, "Sure.” 

7:09. Mr. Birch patted Raymond on the back, then tinned *md started to- 
ward the kitchen. 

On his way to the kitchen Mr. Birch called out teasingly, "Well, let’s 
get on the stick. Bub,” and repeated, "Let’s get on the stick, Bub.” 

Raymond said nothing, just went on combing his hair. 

Raymond finished with his hair rapidly, stroking it .1 few times with 
the comb. 

7:10. Raymond went quickly, almost eagerly, into the kitchen. 

He went diicctly to the table. 

I took the chan neay the table at RaytnonfVs left. 

Raymond sat down beloic a glass of milk, a piete ol buttered toast, 
and a dish of piping hot oatmeal with milk on it, leady to cal. 

Raymond picked up his piece of (o<isi. 

He DCgan stiiring the ccieal. 

Ihc rccoicl continues niinutc by minute without any breaks until 
Raymond went to sleep 131/0 boms latei. We call this a sj)e(imen record 
because it has some ol the chaiacteristics ol other scientific specimens. 
It provides an unanaly/ed sample of the behavior situation continuum 
which can be used for many jnu poses. This s|)ccimen ol Raymond's 
behavioi is by no means complete or fully valid. But neither is a dried 
plant, an Eg)ptian mummy, or a photogiaph ol the sun's corona a 
complete and valid specimen ol a living plant, an Egyptian pharaoh, 
or the sun’s coiona. Yet these specimens aie invaluable for many pur- 
poses. 1 here is leason to believe that a specimen lecord ol behavior can 
be similarly valuable desjrite its impel lections. Its chief advantage ap- 
pears to be in preseiving uiiclistuibed some of the simultaneous and 
successive complexities ol behavior. Let us see how this specimen of a 
day in the life of Raymond Birch can be used to study the world in 
which Raymond lived on April 2(1, 1949. 

THE NON-PSYCHOLOGICAL MILIEU 
As a matter ol fact, an observer sees llaymond living in three worlds. 
The first world is the non-psychological milieu; it is made up of the 
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geography, the temperature, tlie sociology, the economy, the ideology 
of Midwest. The non-psychological milieu does not affect Raymond's 
behavior directly, but it does provide the physical and social raw mate- 
rials of his psychological situation. 

Our record of the behavior of Raymond Birch tells us something 
about the alien physical and social facts with any of which Raymond 
might have interacted to form his own psychological world. We learn 
that Raymond was an only child, that the school was two blocks from 
his home, that both his father and mother worked outside the home. 
We do not know from the record if Raymond’s home was of brick or 
of W'ood, if the barometer was falling or rising, if the economic condi- 
tions w’ere good or bad, if the political climate of Midwest was con- 
servative or liberal. The specimen record provides much indirect evi- 
dence regarding the non-psychological milieu, but it docs not provide 
a systematic survey of it. For this, the data of the geographer, the me- 
teorologist, the economist, the agriculturalist, the sociologist, the polls- 
ter arc required. Such data, how^ever, even if very complete, would not 
tell us much about the jjsychological habitat of Raymond Birch, or of 
any other Midwest child. However, those limited aspects of the non- 
psychological world described in the specimen retord do provide im- 
portant evidence upon which to base inferences regarding Raymond's 
psychological situation. 

THE BEHAVIOR SETTINGS AND BEHAVIOR OBJECTS 

The second of Raymond’s worlds on Apiil 2(j, 1949, was the world of 
behauior settings and behavior objects. Midwx'st provided Raymond 
with a stage already set with properties appropriate for certain scenes. 
It provided him with streets for w^alking and running, for playing ball, 
for riding a Ijicycle and for riding in an automobile. It provided him 
with a time, a place, and behavior su})ports tor getting up and getting 
dressed, lor eating brcaklast, lor going to school. It presented him with 
a friendly dog to pet and feed, with a jacket to wear against the cool, 
threatening weather, and with a courthouse lawn on which to play 
games. 

We have called the larger of these behavior settings and the smaller 
behavior objects. Behavior settings and objects are the parts of the 
infinite number of discriminable physical and scjcial aspects of Midwest 
that are generally seen by the people of the town as appropriate for 
particular kinds of behavior. A behavior setting has two characteristics: 
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It is a discriminable part of the non-psychological milieu, and it is 
generally perceived as being necessary or appropriate for the transac- 
tion of some particular behavior. In Midwest, grocery stores are easily 
recognized parts of the physical-social milieu that are usually perceived 
as appropriate places lor buying and selling food and tor conversing 
with acquaintances. They arc peiccived as inappropriate places for 
dancing, singing, or placing hopscouh. Some behavior settings are im- 
posed by the more or less direct ellects of physical-social conditions 
upon the human organism. The stage that is Midwest is cold in winter 
and warm in summer and the people I)cha\e accordingly; they see 
winter as a time to wear warm clothes and summer as a time for cool 
clothes. Other settings are selected trom the infinite number of physical- 
social difleicntia that exist and arc seen as approjrriate lor particular 
behaviors. "I his is true ol the bchasioi setting “gctting-up-time”; tor 
example, 6:30 to 7:30 a.m. is generally seen in Midwest as the appro- 
priate time lor children to wake up and get dressed. On the other hand, 
10:30 to 11:30 A.M., while ecjuall) discriminable, is not a behavior set- 
ting. Yet other settings, lathci than just being selected, are created by 
the pcojile of Midwest. The bandstand is a covered platlorm where the 
band presents concerts, on which small boss play and on w'hich park 
benches are stored. It was erected by the citi/ens ol Midwest. 

In what behavior settings and with what behavior objects did Ray- 
mond transact behavior on April 2G, 19^9? Wbth what parts ol the 
disci irainabk ph)sical-social milieu ol Midwest did Raymond have 
commerce? 1 he specimen ic’coid provides this inlormation. In the ex- 
cerpt given above, Ra)inond entered the behavior settings “getting-up- 
time," and "breaklast time." Uchavioi was transacted in these settings 
with the lollowing behavior objects: 


mother 

candy 

own c)es 

wash Irasin 

Obsci \ CT 

water 

soc ks 

hair oil 

undershirt 

own hail 

r-shiit 

father 

shoe 

comb 

underwear 

breaklast table 

pants 

ciiair 

belt 

to«ist 

pet dog 

cereal 
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There were many other physical and social parts of Raymond's situa- 
tion with which he might have interacted but did not: 

pillow 

mother’s dress 
own nose 
wall paper 
rug 

handkerchief, etc. 

Analyzing the entire specimen record, we find that Raymond entered 
27 different behavior settings. The numbers in parentheses indicate the 
frequency with which each setting was entered and the total amount of 
time he spent in each. 


Home: getting up time 

(•. 

10 min.) 

Home: breakfast time 

('. 

10 min.) 

Home: free time indoors 

(9- 

56 min.) 

Home: free time outdoors 

(8. 

72 min.) 

Horae: lunch time 

0 . 

J9 min.) 

Home: supper time 

('. 

i() min.) 

Home: music practice time 

('. 

7 min.) 

Home: bed time 

(J. 

8 min.) 

Streets and sidewalks 

(7. 

38 mm.) 

Courthouse 

(3> 

37 

Couithouse lawn 

(5. 

1 1 * min.) 

School: free time on playground 

(4. 

57 min.) 

School: halls and cloakroom 

(4. 

4 min.) 

School: classroom before school 

(3. 

7 min.) 

School: class period before assignment 

(3. 

i.j min.) 

School: reading, writing and arithmetic 



seat work 

(5. 

89 min.) 

School: reading, wiitiiig and arithmetic 



recitation 

(2' 

32 min.) 

School: art period 

('. 

28 min.) 

School: music period 

(•- 

18 min.) 

School: oral reports 

(2. 

29 min.) 

School: after class period and before 



dismissal 

(3. 

6 min.) 

School: test 

(I. 

15 min.) 

School: boys’ basement 

(3- 

5 min.) 
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School: story period (i, min.) 

School: preparation tor dismissal (i, 6 min.) 

Vacant lot (2, ^.\ min.) 

Neighbor’s yard (1, 6 min.) 

A sampling count indicates that Raymond engaged in overt behavior 
transactions with over 500 diflercnt behavior objects. Tliis includes 
only those objects that Raymond listened to, looked at, spoke to, or 
manipulated overtly enough to be seen by an observer. It does not in- 
clude objects which he undoubtedly perceived, but which were not 
used overtly in the course of his behavior. The list is too long to be 
reproduced here. Some behavior objects were used frequently. Within 
the first hour and a half. Raymond interacted with his mother 20 times, 
with his father 10 times, with his jacket (i times, with his father's fishing 
pole 3 times. From the partly amliigiious, partly structured ink blot we 
call Midwest, Raymond chose to use or was required to use some but 
not other parts as belunior settings and objects. Or, to change the 
analoijv from the almost limitless number of things to use as stage 
jiropertics, Raymond chose to use or was reejuired to use some and not 
others in playing his jiait on April 2(), 19 19- 

riicse lists of l)eha\ior settings and behavior objects gi\e no indica- 
tion of their moaning to Raymond. They describe Ra)raond's world 
in terms of the general culture of Midwest, not in terms of their unique, 
personal significance to him. The words used to designate behavior 
settings and objects, e.g., mother, sock, flagpole, courthouse, are used 
in their generally accepted dictionary meaning. These definitions have 
tw^o parts. One part of the definition denotes a jrortion of the non- 
psychological milieu and describes its physical and/or social properties. 
T he other part of the definition indicates the behavior that is generally 
perceived as being appiopi iatcly transacted with the object or setting. 
W^ebster has this to say about a flagpole: it is “a long, comparatively 
slender, usually cylindrical piece of wood ... or metal [i.e., a dis- 
crirninable physical object, with the described characteristics] to raise 
a flag on [i.e., something seen as appropriate for the behavior desig- 
nated]." This definitioii is in accordance with Midw'est mores. 

Usually Raymond perceives the behavior settings and objects of Mid- 
.west as being appropriate for the same behavior that other Midwest 
residents do. Sometimes, however, he perceives them quite differently. 
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He apparently sees his sock as a “knitted object to be worn on the foot"; 
both Webster and the residents of Midwest see it in this way too. But on 
one occasion Raymond saw the flagpole quite differently from these 
others. He saw it as nn upright, slender tone-producing piece of metal 
to run around and bang upon. 

It will be seen that behavior settings and behavior objects make up a 
zone of influence between the non-psychological milieu and the psycho- 
logical situation of a particular individual. A particular individuars 
psychological situation may differ from the behavior settings of his 
community in tw^o ways: 

First, it may contain parts that are not usually perceived by others 
of the community. A New Englander in Midwest may differ from the 
native resident by discriminating between sugar maple trees (seen as 
suitable for one set of behavior transactions) and soft maple trees (seen 
as suitable for other behavior transactions). 

Second, a particular individual may perceive the same physical-social 
part as being appropriate for quite different behavior from the gen- 
erality of citizens. Thus, Raymond perceived candy Easter eggs as being 
appropriate for the behavior, feeding to dog. This is hardly in accord 
with the usual perception of Easter eggs. The behavior transacted with 
a behavior object in any culture falls along a gradient ranging from 
behavior that is generally seen as fully right, through behavior that is 
generally seen as unusual but not ina}>|)ropriate, to that which is usu- 
ally seen as clearly wrong. The “fully light" behavior is modal and the 
“clearly wrong" behavior least frequent. 1 he behavior object “flagpole" 
would be seen by most Midwest citizens as lull) appropriate for Ray- 
mond to watch during the flag raising. It would be considered unusual, 
but not inappropriate, tor him to run around the pole banging it with 
a stick. But it would be seen as entirely inapj^iopriate “flagpole be- 
havior" for Raymond to climb the pole to its top. 

Behavior settings and behavior objects coerce behavior. Children 
behave differently in a drug store Irorn the way they do in school or at a 
ball game, flow behavior settings and objects come to possess coercive 
forces is a matter lor students of learning, perception, social induction, 
etc., to say. At the ecological level, the fact of their coercivencss can 
be accepted as a clearly manifest property of the setting or object. A 
hammer is immediately seen by most people of Midwest as an object to 
be used for pounding, not one to be used for a table decoration, a coat 
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book, a doorstop, or a paperweight. The source of this perception is not 
an ecological problem. 

The description of behavior settings is a primary concern of sociolo- 
gists and cultural anthtopologists. The behavior settings of a com- 
munity define the culture; as with knowledge of the non-psychological 
milieu, knowledge of the behavior settings of a community does not 
allow us to leconstruct the psychologital worlds of any paiticular child. 
However, behavior settings and objects do come much closer to the 
psychological world and are imj^oitant symptoms upon which to base 
a diagnosis of the individual enviionment. 

PSYCHOLOGICAL HABITAT 

This brings us to the thud, and for psychology, the most important 
of Raymond’s worlds, namely, his psychological habitat. A person's 
psychological habitat is his naturally occurring life space, the relevant 
psychological context of his behavior. It includes factors in both the 
persorr and his environment. So far as its directly observed, phenotypic 
content is concerned, the environmental part of Raymond's habitat is 
rather well indicated by the behavior settings and behavior objects 
mentioned above. There is evidence that lor Raymond the dictionary 
meanings or, at least, the common meanings in Midwest, of the words 
naming these settings and objects describe fairly well what he saw in the 
world. The most impoitant aspects of the habitat, however, are its 
structure and psychological dynamics. Let us examine a small segment 
of the specimen record to see what it reveals about the structure and 
dynamics of Raymond’s psychological habitat. Here is a behavior-situa- 
tion episode from the part of the specimen record reported above. 
At 7:0b A.M. Raymond was standing beside the bed buckling his belt. 

'Hie pet clog, Honey, ambled into the room. Honev is a fox terrier, 
c}uiie old, iat, and broad. 

While buckling his belt Raymond said, with a little sleep in his voice, 
but friendly and pleasantly, “Hi, Honey." 

Honey put her front paws on Raymond’s knees. 

Raymond finished buckling his belt and, at the same time, patted Honey 
and scratched her back in a friendly wav. 

What can we say about Raymond's psychological habitat while he 
was petting Honey? Categories that w^c have developed for analyzing 
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such an episode enable us to say a number of things about it, some of 
which are as follows: 


General nature of situation to 

social; not physical, intellectual 

Raymond: 

or autistic 

Behavior object: 

pet dog 

Meaning of dog’s behavior to 

fiiendliness, liking, affiliation: 

Raymond: 

not abasement, aggression, re- 
jection, etc. 

Behavior appropriate to object: 

afliliation, nurturance 

Centrality ot Raymond’s need: 

could not judge 

Strength of need: 

could not judge 

Sign of luling ^alence: 

positive; not negative 

Strength ot ruling valence: 

medium 

Geniality of total situation: 

beneficent; not gratifying, neu- 
tral, inhospitable, or hostile 

Motivational structure: 

tonsuinni.itory; no task, path, to- 
wards, or punishments present 

Strength of frustration: 

zero 

Degree ot conflict: 

zero 

Degree of freedom: 

large; no barrieis, icsi stance to 
action, or coercion 

Clarity ot cognithe field: 

clear 

Size ot cognitive field: 

medium 

Time j)erspcctive: 

pteseni only; no past or lutuic 
reference 

Aspiration level: 

none: no definite task or problem 


with respect to which a level of 


aspiration could be set 

Degree f)t overlap 

situation oveilaps with one other, 
namely, "getting dressed" 

Compatibility of overlapping 

"getting dressed" impedes, but 

situation: 

docs not seriously interfere 
with, "petting dog" 

Reality-phantasy level: 

Reality completely 


We can summarize these facts about Raymond’s j)sychological habitat 
for this episode in a paragraph as follows: It was a so».ial situation in- 
volving an interaction between Raymond and his Iricndly, accejJting 
pet dog. The dog was attractive to Raymond, and was seen by Ray- 
mond as deserving friendly, supportive behavior from him. The whole 
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situation was easy and bcnthcent It was immediately and directly satis- 
fying to Raymond, there was no goal to be set, no task to be performed, 
no reward to be athit\td, no punishment to be avoided There was no 
conflict or frustration No baniers weie piesent, there were no resist- 
ances to be oveicome there were no eocici\e forees The cognitive as 
pects ol the situation weie deal it had no pioblem element It did not 
include a wide scope of objects and relations neither was it limited to 
a single, simple stimulus I he situ ition was completely in the present, 
it ineluded no past oi lutute leieieiut It was entnely on the reality 
level The situation petting dog was not isolated, it ovei lapped 
with and was somewh it impeded by ihe situation “getting diessed”, 
thtie was no seiious inteiieienee howevei between the two episodes 
On April 2b, Ravmond eng iged in this and 711 othei behavior- 
situation episodes All ot tluse have been .in ilv/ed and Raymond's com 
posite psvchologicil habitat foi this diy has been deteimintd Ihe fol 
lowing are sample findings from the complete description 

Habitat ( haiat if ustics Fif r/iif tic) of Occurrence 

(Per cent ol 712 episodes) 


Gtnei il N tunc ol II ibii it 

Predoniiii inth soi 1 il 

50 

Pitdoniin nith pliNsu d 


Pi(domin intly intdlcctud 

2 

Prcdoniin intl) lutistic 

1 

Mixed 

14 

Associ lies (soci il Ixh ivioi objects) 

Associ lies present 

85 

P iients 

15 

1 e uheis 


Otlui idiilts 

18 

Childun 


Associ ites not pit sent solit ir\ sitintion 

15 

Most 111 cjiieiit Ml iningof \ssoiiUes fleli iMor 
to R 1)111011(1 

Doniin ition 

14 

Apprcti It ion 

5 

Andeitioii 

1 

Lxposition 

2 

Exhibition 

2 
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Habitat Characteristics Frequency of Occurrence 

(Per cent of 712 episodes) 

Curiosity 1 

Rejection 1 

Miscellaneous, could not judge, no associate 71 

Behavior Seen as Appropriate to Behavior Objects 
Curiosity 10 

Exhibition 10 

Expansion 5 

Affiliation sj 

Blamavoidance 3 

Deference 3 

Appreciation 2 

Passivity 2 

Exposition 2 

Miscellaneous, could not judge, no associate 60 

Centrality ot Need 

Peripheral 48 

Inter mediate 41 

Central 11 


Strength of Need 
Below Medium 
Medium 
Above Medium 

Interpersonal Relations 
Competition 
Co-operation 
Conflict 

Parallel and conjunctive activities 
Could not judge, no associate 

Ruling Valence of Habitat 
Positive 
Negative 

Geniality of Total Situation 
Uncertain 
Hostile 
Inhospitable 
Neutral 


15 

55 

3 «> 


4 

59 

21 


95 

7 


4 

1 

9 

16 
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Habitat Characteristics Frequency of Occurrence 

(Per cent of 712 episodes) 

Beneficent 68 

Gratifying 2 

Motivational Structure 

Reward o 

Punishment 1 

Social pressure 1 2 

Means-end activity 40 

Direct interest 34 

Direct consuiiiniatory 13 

Frustrating situation 20 

Minimum strength 13 

Medium strength 6 

Maximum stiength 1 

Non-fiustrating situation 80 

Con Hid 4 

No conflict 76 

Time Perspective 

Present dominant 44 

Future dominant 4 

Past dominant 1 

Mixed 51 

Aspiration level 

Raymond confronted with no clear task 55 

Raymond conlroiited with a clear task 45 

Aspiration above .ibilities 3 

Aspiration below abilities 1 

Asj)iration at ability level 41 

Overlapping Situations 

Isolated 45 

Overlapping 55 

Success and Failure 

Clear success situation 1 

Clear failure situation 1 

Gain or attainment 92 

Loss or non-attainment 6 
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Habitat Characteristics Frequency of Occurrence 

(Per cent of 712 episodes) 

Evaluations of Raymond Ijy Associates 

Definite approval of actions 6 

Definite disapproval of actions 9 

No overt evaluation of actions by associates 85 

Expectations of Raymond’s Associates 
Expression of definite expectation that 
Raymond should engage in “good” or 
“successful’’ behavior 8 

No expectation expressed, no associates 92 

Coercion by Associates 

Attempts by associates to change Raymond’s 


behavior 40 

By attacking him 3 

By helping him 4 

By resisting him 3 

By social pressure 12 

Other 18 

No C'oercion, no associates 60 


From such data as these it appears possible to begin to describe the 
naturally occurring life situations of boys like Raymond not only in 
Midwest but, also, in New York City, England, Samoa, in orphanages, 
on farms and in apartments, and thus make a beginning toward a 
comparative psychohigical ecology. Specimen records provide data on 
the behavior of the' subject as well as on his habitat. These data have 
not been reported in this paper. It will be obvious, howe\er, that the 
possibility of relating behavior to psychological situation, on the one 
hand, and psychological situation to behavior setting and non-psy- 
chological milieu, on the other, opens uj) many promising lines of 
investigation. Such investigations should be pertinent not only to ec- 
ological problems but to systematic problems of psychology as well. It 
is encouraging to remember the important theoretical achievements of 
such non-cxperimcntal sciences as geology, meteorology, and astronomy. 
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CHAPTER 9 

nTLmrnjTJTJTjTjijTj^^ 

The Place of Phenomenological 
Analysis in Social Psychological 
Theory 

R. B. MACLEOD 

C oriiell Utii\cisiLv 


Psycholoj^^ mav be loosely characterized as the attempt to be scientific 
about human expciience and behavior. Social psychology is, accord- 
ingly, the attempt to be scientific about those aspects of behavior and 
expedience which can be called “social.** To be scientific is to be curious 
in a disciplined way, i.e., to try to undei stand (not merely to pi edict or 
control) with the aid of the best available methods of obseivation, de- 
duction, and \erificntion. The tciiii “social** must mean at least “having 
to do with relations among indi\iduals ol the same kind.*’ Clearly, if 
we are to use our teims as bioadly as this, we shall be robbing social 
psychology of any distinctiveness whatsoever. If wx* admit of an\ rela- 
tionship between one person and anothei as social, then obviously there 
IS no psycholog) apait from social jisychology; for there is virtually 
nothing that we do or leel or think that has not been in some wa) or 
another, immediately oi remotely, affected by anothei peison. There 
are those who contend for this reason that we have no light to talk of 
social psychology at all. There is only ps)chology. I think that I could 
without too many cjualms ol conscience defend this view. It seems to me 
that in speaking ol social jisvchology as a sepaiate discipline we may be 
doing violence to the lacts, and we may even be impeding the progress 
of psychological theory. Social psychcv' jgy did, in fact, develop as a 
separate discipline. One ol our tasks today is to break down the barriers 
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which segregate it from the rest of psychology, and to develop a unify- 
ing point of view from which all experience and behavior can he un- 
derstood as regulated l)y the same set ol fundamental laws. This at- 
tempt to achieve unity is, I think, one of the prominent characteristics 
of psychology at mid-century. The particular approach to the problem 
which I shall adopt is only one of several useful, and not necessarily 
inconsistent, approaches. The phenomenological approach is certainly 
not new; it is not a theory, and it is irreconcilable, as I see it, only with 
the more extreme forms of positivism. It provides one way, but not the 
only way, of bringing together certain diverging streams ol psychologi- 
cal theory, but it does not neccssaiily dictate any particular final theory 
of experience and behavior. 


I 

As we glance back over a hall-tentury of attempts to be scientilic 
about social beha\ior and cxpeiience, we can distern a numbei ol dif- 
ferent theoretical settings within which social psycholof^ies have been 
‘written. This is not the occasion lor an historical review, and in singling 
out four such theoretical settings 1 know that I shall be doing violence 
to history and tucking some strange bedlellows under a common blan- 
ket. Nevertheless, there are, it seems to me, fcnir recognizably differ- 
ent ways in w hich social psychological theory has been presented. 

1 . In the first place, we have social psychology presented as the study 
of the psychological processes of social groups. The-closing years of the 
nineteenth century saw an enthusiastic extension of the scientilic 
method to the study of societies. The scientist had conquered the physi- 
cal w^Orld — or so he thought; he was beginning to see how the more 
complex forms of living matter could be envisaged within the context 
of natural law. Why should not the (oinplex interrelations among peo- 
ple be amenable to scientific study? Ihe influence of Auguste Comte 
w^as felt in Germany and England as well as in France, and sociology 
as a science became, ii not lespcTtablc, at least recognized. 'Fhe facts of 
social organization weie facts, just as truly as were the facts ol molec- 
ular organization, and these facts had to be recorded, analyzed, and ex- 
plained. 

Much has been written about the “Group Mind fallacy,” and many a 
hefty epithet has been hurled against it. I often w^ondcr how strenu- 
ously the opponents ol the group mind have tried to understand the 
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thinking of the nineteenth century, and how seriously they take the 
proverbial injunction about motes and beams. The doctrine of the 
Croup Mind holds essentially that groups have mental characteristics 
analogous to the mental characteristics of the individual. Now, if we 
assume that the individual mind is a separate existent, independent of 
the body, and that groups have analogous non-corporeal appendages, 
then the doctrine can be attacked in the orthodox way. If, on the other 
hand, we consider mind as lorm of organization, or as function — and 
this is the most orthodox Aristotclianism — the question becomes: Are 
there characteristics of groups, of a psychological order, which can be 
studied as such without any necessary refeience to the characteristics 
of any particular member of the group? 'This, I submit, is a reasonable 
question for research, and I do not think that the answer is obviously 
in the negative. In our twentieth-century sophist icaticjn we tend to re- 
ject the word “mind,*' because it smacks so much of something that 
rats do not have and which is therefore not scieimfic. But we do like 
the word “attitude”; we feel cjiiite at home with words like “character- 
istics,” “t^^ndencices,” “tiaditions,” and “customs,” and we grow posi- 
tively smug when we can work in an expression like “pattern of cul- 
ture” or “social noun.” All these terms can be as readily applied to 
groiq)s as to indhiduals, often much more readily. A tradition, for 
instance, although transmitted by means of processes which we describe 
in individual terms, is never lully actualized in any single individual. 
Similarly a language cemtains more than any individual speaker is 
capable of expressing. Even such terms as “national character** arc be- 
ginning to lose their stigma (ii). We have, then, identifiable processes 
and relationships which are properly legarded as groiqD characteristics 
and which without too much strain on our j)art can be regarded as 
mental or psychological. I hus, if we reject the substantival view of 
mind, and think rather in terms ol functions or modes of organization, 
we may quite properly talk of giouj) mentality or group mind. 

From this point of view there can be a legitimate study, and conse- 
quently a legitimate science, of the psycliological characteristics of 
groups. In my opinion this kind of social psychology is properly a part 
of the science of sociology. It has in fact been developed primarily 
within the sociological tradition (9), although in recent years the an- 
thropologists have been making a progressively richer contribution, and 
especially in the rapidly developing field of group dynamics, the psy- 
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chologists have been contributing vigorously and creatively. While it 
poses important problems for the psychologist, it should be recognized 
as merely one part of the field of psychological inquiry, 

2. The second theoretical setting for social psychology is that of the 
individual psychology of motivation. The belief that the key to the 
understanding of social behavior is to be found in the interplay of in- 
dividual motives is not merely a revolt against the doctrine of the 
Group Mind — for McDougall, the most influential exponent of this 
doctrine, made the study of group mentality the central problem of 
social psychology (22). I’he casual student of McDougall frequently 
overlooks the fact that the analysis of instinct and scniiment is pre- 
sented explicitly as an introduction, not as the real subject-matter of 
social psychology (21). Nevertheless, it is in the interplay of the senti- 
ments, which in turn are rooted in the instincts, that McDougall finds 
his explanatory principles. I'he psychological bases of man’s social na- 
ture are to be found in the springs of human conduct, in the innate 
psychophysical predispositions which select the objet is to which he will 
respond, determine the ways in which they will arouse him, and steer 
his behavior with reference to them. 

This is not the occasion for an evaluation of McDougaH’s system. 
His theory caught the fancy of the public for a decade or two, and then 
as rapidly lost favor as a new fad began to sweep the couniry. Not all of 
McDougall’s critics seem to have done him the courtesy of reading his 
books, and it is my private opinion that when sociarj)sy( hologists even- 
tually take time out to do some reading they will find in McDougall's 
writings a rich store of keen observation and penetrating thought that 
will make many of our current discoveries appear somewhat less orig- 
inal. The point to be stressed lieie, however, is McDougall’s insistence 
that we search within the individual for the princi})les which will 
eventually render man’s social behavior intelligil)le. 'The human or- 
ganism is a biolcjgical organism, the human mind a product of the 
evolutionary process. If we are to understand why people behave like 
human beings, i.e., like social beings, we must first understand why they 
behave like animals; fcjr man brings to the pro[)lem of surviving in 
human society the residues of ages ol struggle for survival in less com- 
plex but more brutal environments. What is unique about man is the 
developing capacity for objectification. With the increasing modifiabil- 
ity of the instinctive patterns man’s behavior becomes increasingly reg- 
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ulated by objects, ideas and ideals that are no longer simply and di- 
rectly dictated by the instincts. The sentiments, then, the most power- 
ful of which is centered about the idea of sell, become the real regula- 
tors of social behavior. The sentiments derive their energy from the 
instincts, and they must piovide an outlet for the instincts,' but they can 
deviate so far from the oiigiiial instinctive pattern that their origin is 
virtually unrecognizable. To phenotypic analysis they arc functionally 
autonomous. Neseitheless, when (onflict arises, when the structure of 
the sentiments is shattered, the piiniitive instincts take command and 
“natural” man is revealed in all his piimitive savagery and nobility. 

Individual motivation and the organization of the individual per- 
sonality are likewise the suppoiting pillais of the vast disordeied struc- 
ture of Freudian doctrine. II, to maintain the architectural metaphor, 
we disregard the liightening gaigoyles and the subterranean passages, 
we find a simple and intelligible design. Man's behavior is initiated, 
directed, and regulated bv instiiut. Man’s social behavior becomes in- 
telligible onl) when we see it as the expression, in direct or disguised 
form, of mf»ti\t‘s whidr in theii esseiue are non-social. “Sociolog},” says 
Freud, “whidi deals with the behavior ot man in society, can be noth- 
ing other than applied psychology” ((>). 

Attempts such as these to find the basis ol social behavior in indi- 
vidual motivation are undoubtedl\ aj'pealing, as one can see from an 
examination of the textberoks ol the past for tv veais. Until recently 
it has been tonveiuional to lav the groundwork for social analysis by 
examining the oiiginal iiatinc of man. Fven those who rejected Mc- 
Dougall’s instincts tended lor the most part to maintain McDougall’s 
motivaticmal emphasis. Prepotent lellexes, iundarncntal human wishes, 
desires, clependalile motives, drives, jdivsiological needs, and even the 
recently inventc’d pushes, m.iy in some easels rej'iesent a challenge to 
McOougaH’s emphasis on heredity, but they all imply that for an un- 
derstanding ol social behavior we must seek the origins in primitive 
motivation. 

3. While thev stressed })rimaiv motivation, both Freud and Mc- 
Dougall rccogrri/ed thc-alnrost limitless nrodifiabiliiy of human be- 
havior, at least on the jrhenotypic level. In other words, they were fully 
aware ol the importance ol learning, although this always remained a 
secondary principle oi explanation. It is iratuial, jraiticularly wdthin 
the context oi Aiirerican lunctiorralism, that many studeirts of behavior 
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should have become more impressed by the fact of individual variation 
than by the evidence of invariance in the social life of man, and should 
consequently have accepted the laws of learning as the primary ex- 
planatory principles. This is the third theoretical setting for social 
psychology. 

Like the motive-oriented theories, the learning-oriented theories are 
inevitably biological or quasi-biological in structure. The key concept 
is the biological process of adaptation or its psychological countcrj)art 
“adjustment.” The primary fact is the sensitive and responding or- 
ganism. and the language is usually an elaboration of the S-R formula. 
I’he organism, originally neutral or almost neutral, becomes exposed to 
new and progressively more complicated constellations of stimuli. Sim- 
ple responses, adequate for adjustment on the level of immediate stim- 
ulation, become reinforced, eliminated, or elaborated, and the organism 
gradually builds up a more complicated system of responses to pro- 
gressively more complicated stimulus constellations. It is interesting to 
note in the successive editions of standard elementarv textbooks the 

p * 

modification of the original S-R formula, first to S-A-R, then to S-C)-R, 
and finally to W-O-W (35), a change which paiallels the increasing pre- 
occupation of psychologists with social behavior. I'he world to which 
we respond is in part a social world; the stimuli which re])rescnt that 
world are social stimidi, or situations; and the responses we make are 
not fully characterized until we describe them in terms of the changes 
they make in the world in which we live. 

From the psychological point of view, however, the symbol in the 
formula which looms ever larger is the central (), the organism, or or- 
ganization, which assumes the directive and regulative function in be- 
havior. Whether or not we presuppose certain unleained initiators of 
behavior — and most of the “learning” psychologists do — it is the central 
learned dispositions which maintain control and which arc responsible 
for those types of behavior that are peculiarly social. John Dewey made 
this point very forcibly in 1922 when he took issue with the instinc- 
tivists (incidentally, without even mentioning McDougall). “At some 
place on the globe, at some time,” says Dewey, “every kind of practice 
seems to have been tolerated or even praised. How is the tremendous 
diversity of institutions (including moral codes) to be accounted for? 
The native stock of instincts is practically the same everywhere. Ex- 
aggerate as we like the native differences of Patagonians and Greeks, 
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Sioux Indians and Hindoos, Bushmen and Chinese, their original dif- 
ferences will bear no comparison to the amount of difference found in 
custom and culture. Since such a diversity cannot be attributed to an 
original identity, the development of native impulse must be stated in 
terms ol acquired habits, not the growth of customs in terms of in- 
stincts” (4, p. 91). 

The term “habit” has, of course, yielded place to the more imposing 
language ol conditicjiiing, and those who find the Pavlov ian harness too 
restrictive are now inclined to cluster the act|iiiied determinants of 
social behavior under the general label ol “attitudes.” The terminology 
is not important. What concerns us at present is the way in which the 
problem of social psychology is being defined. Within this theoretical 
setting, the primary data ol social psychology are conceived as disposi- 
tions ol the organism, built up through experience. These dispositions 
select those constellations ol stinruli to which the organism will respond 
and determine the wav in which the response will be made. This is 
quasi-biological language. It leaves room lor the eventual restatement 
of the ''^ntial determinants in terms ol cell assemblies, re\erbeiatihg 
circuits, or whatever constructs the neurophysiology of the future may 
give us. lire important fact is that these determinants are lodged 
within the organism, and even il they are deduced lionr the analysis 
of behavior and experience they are conceived as parts or jrroperties of 
the organism. \n attitude is thus treated as a biological fact, as an 
entity co 01c! mate with the other entities of “objective” science, capable 
ol being observcxl, measured, and eventually controlled. 

The central problem lot this type ol social jrsvchology becomes of 
necessity that ol social learning. Beginning with the fact of cultural 
divc'isit), the psychologist must explarn how the patterns or themes or 
rrorms ol a culture become “interior i/ed” iir the iirdividual. This calls 
on the one hand lor an analysis of the culture itsell, for which the 
psychologist must depend on the sociolc^gist and the anthropologist, 
and, on the othei hand, lor descriptive and exj^erimental studies ol the 
wMys in which the cilccts ol social stimulation Irecome sailed away in 
the for nr ol eirduiiirg dispositions, and ol the ways in which these dis- 
positions affect behavioi. It is in no sense a disparagement of the bio- 
social approach to point out that in this area ol investigation the 
psychologist is still lagging sadly behind the sociologist and the an- 
thropologist. We have still no theory ol social learning capable oi deal- 
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ing competently with the wealth of problems set for us by the compara- 
tive study of cultures. Perhaps the difficulty is intrinsic in the concept 
of “learning*' as such; perhaps we have been merely loo reluctant to 
relinquish the language of traditional “learning** psychology. It may be 
that a pattern of learning theory appropriate to rats in nia/es, dogs in 
Pavlovian harness, and sophomores memorizing nonsense syllables is 
simply not applicable to the process of acquiring an attitude. Rather 
than stretch the old laws to encompass the new facts, it might be wiser 
to concentrate on the new facts with the thought that possibly there 
may be some different laws. 

4. The fourth theoretical setting docs not yet represent a well-estab 
lished tradition in social psychology, altliough the rest of my discussion 
will in a sense be a further development of this pf)int of view. This is 
the attempt to find in the psychology of percej)tion the basis for an un- 
derstanding of social behavior and expeiiencc. The current term is 
“cognitive structure,*' which obviously includes more than what have 
been traditionally considered as perceptual phenomena, and the cur- 
rent epithet is “perceptual impel ialism*' (16). I he main thesis is that if 
we are to understand the social behavior of man we must understand 
the structure of the social world to which he is icsjionding — not merely 
the social world as independently defined by the omniscient sociolo- 
gist, but the social world as it is actually apprehended by the behaving 
individual. The problem, then, is essentially a cognitive problem, and 
the basis of cognition is perception. 

Although, as Brunjswik (3) has ruefully pointed out, there arc at 
least six kinds ol perceptual psychology, it will sullice lor present pur- 
poses to reduce this number lo three. First, we have the approach of 
traditional psychophysics, with its search for simple coi relations be- 
tween stimulus and sensation and its relegation of the phenomena of 
organization and meaning to the limbo ol the central intellective proc- 
esses. Although we call it p5ychoph)sic.s it was also a psychophysiology, 
for it included tlie attempt to trace the neural connection l)ctween the 
stimulus and the aroused sensation. Classical j>sychophysics had noth- 
ing to say about sexial perception. In recent years, however, the basis 
of psychophysical analysis has been broadened, and wc now have some 
promising applications of psychophysical method to the analysis of so- 
cial judgments (31). 

Secondly, we have the revolt against the atomism of the classical 
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school, the rejection of the basic distinction between sensation and per- 
ception, and the insistence that meaning and organization are immedi- 
ately given in perception. Although this emphasis has been popularly 
identified with the Gestalt psychology, it was by no means peculiar to 
the Berlin group. In Gottingen, Leipzig, Hamburg, and Vienna the 
same revolt was taking place, and even Willi«im James may be interpre- 
ted as having anticipated it. The movement has been marked by a 
greater reliance on phenomenological observation and, in the Gestalt 
tradition at least, by a shitt of emphasis from psychophysics to psycho- 
physiology. The Gestalt theory of perception is. ol course, still a psy- 
chophysical theoiy. in that it attempts to co-oidinate perceptual experi- 
ence to the variables in the physical world. In the doctrine of 
isomorphism, however, it is assorted that the all-important parallel to 
p(‘rcej)tual oigani/ation is to be iound not in the patterning of stimulus 
processes but lather in the immediately undei lying organization of 
brain activities. Kohler's field theory of perception is thus becoming 
more and more explicitly a field theoiy of cortical functioning (14). 

I'his of physiological field theory allows for the study of social 
perception. As long as it is assumed that foi cveiy variable in experi- 
ence there must be a loitical isomoiph, it must also be assumed that 
even the least tangible ol peiceptiial expciiences, like the percept of 
self, the impiession ol anothei’s peisonality, or the dimension of irreal- 
ity, will eventual l\ be pinned down to a counteipait in somatic process. 
This point has been made explicitlv by Kohler (13, p. 70), and has been 
elaborated by Kollka (is:). The phenomena of social perception have 
thus been given, as it were, a physiological sanction in advance. The 
])sychologist may study them with a clear conscience, even though he 
cannot yet s|)eiily theii ph\siologi( al isomorphs. Nevertheless, it is the 
phenomenological rather than the phvsiological emphasis of Gestalt 
theory wiiuh has leil to the bioadening of the Gestalt approach to per- 
ception. Kurt Lewin nevei denied the possibility of an ultimate unifi- 
cation of psychological and physiological field piinciples (17). His 
positiem was, lathei, that a purelv psychological analysis can and must 
pioceed without physiological siippcjrt. 'I h(‘ valence of a phenomenal 
object is just as truly a pro|jerty of the object as is its color or shape, 
and the tension between a self and another self is a fact ol psychological 
field organization, which may rest on but which does not require any 
theory about a corresponding cortical tension. I'hus both tlie orthodox 
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Gestalt psychologists and the Lewinian deviants have given the psy- 
chology of perception a steer in the direction of the social. The best 
expression of this is to be found in the recent textbook by Krech and 
Crutchfield (15). 

Finally, we have the perceptual functionalists. Functionalism, as 
Woodworth (36) has concluded, has settled down to the “middle of the 
road" American psychology. It is organism-centered, it prefers a verbal 
form like perceiving to a nominal form like perception, and it con- 
ceives of the various psychological processes as specialized ways in which 
the organism adjusts itself to a real world. We have already noted that 
the prevailing emphasis on learning in social psychology is a natural 
expression ol the functionalist point of view. But for the functionalist 
perceiving is also a function, one of the organism’s ways of adjusting 
itself, and in recent years we have had a revival of interest in the social 
aspects of perceiving. For the groundwork of theory we are indebted 
particularly to Egon Brunswik (2), who perhaps for the first time has 
given us a functional theory of perception that does full justice to the 
rich store of available perceptual research, notably on the perceptual 
constancies. In the rapidly growing exiDerimental mo\'ement spear- 
headed by Bruner. Postman, and their colleagues we have a Iresh ap- 
preciation of the significance of perceiving in social behavior. W’hat 
they are giving us is more than the commonplace demonstration that 
what we perceive is in part determined by our pre-existing attitudes or 
sets; it is an indication of the value of perceptual analysis .as a major 
tool of social psychology. 

Whether we adopt a functional, a configurational, or some other 
point of view, there is clearly a growing belief that if we are to under- 
stand social behavior we must have an understanding of the j^roc esses 
of perception. Perception, as Werner puts it, is becoming “a meeting 
ground of general experimental and clinical-social jisychology" (34, p. 
3). A perceptionist like myself is both encouraged and at the same time 
a little appalled at this sudden upsurge c^l enthusiasm lor what used to 
be a modest and eminently respectable branch of psychology. 

II 

These four theoretical settings for social psychology with their respec- 
tive emphases on group processes, on motivation, on learning, and on 
perception, may have been too simply and arbitrarily defined. A more 
elaborate scheme might have been closer to the facts. Nevertheless, 
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whatever our classification, we are still laced with the same problem, 
namely, that ol finding a way of unifying the different approaches. 
What I shall now try to do is to indicate sonic possible contributions of 
a psychological phenomenology toward this end. 

First, then, as to the meaning ol the term “phenomenological.” One 
of the social scientist’s chief cmbariassments is always his terminology. 
A word will be introduced as a legitimate aid to precise thinking, and 
suddenly we find that it has become nothing but a social facilitator. 
One such word is “operational.” It makes us feel comfortably scientific 
to talk about operational definitions, although most of the time we are 
referring merely to “good definitions.” Another such word is “phenom- 
enological.” To be able to use it without stuttering is to create an im- 
pression of piolundity and scholarliness. Ha\ing used it several times 
in print (i8, 19, 20), I am beginning to suHer a guilt reaction, and there 
arc moments when I wish we could bury the word. It seems to be too 
late. howe\er. Snygg and Combs (29) have now presented phenomenol- 
ogy as a new Iranic of reference for psychology, and the students are 
ahead?' rolling the word on their tongues. Our only alternative is Cbn- 
sequcntly to be as clear as possible in our use ol it. 

Phenomenology is not a new frame ol reference for psychology. One 
dislikes to take exception to a book, the general tone of which is so 
thoioughly invigorating and the conserpiences of which may be so good, 
but the facts must be siiaightened out. Phenomenology has an impres- 
sive history which no one has yet adequately written. It is primarily a 
C»eiman development, although a variation of it has recently flared up 
in France as Kxistentialism, and it is represented in the United States 
by an actrve gioup wdio publish the journal Philosophy and Phenomen- 
ological Rrsea)(h. It developed as a branch of philosophical inquiry, 
but it has both influenced and been influenced by the research of many 
experimental psychologists. Although it has been labeled as a philo- 
sophical schcrol, the basic approach has been accepted by many scholars 
and scientists who would not identify themselves with the school. 
Snygg and Combs, in aderpting the term “phenom^nologys” have given 
us a system which bears only a broad resemblance to the phenomenol- 
ogy we have known for the past fifty ycars.^ 

There arc three pornts in connection with phenomenology which de- 

moie appiopiiatc connection would be with the verstehende Piychofogie of 
Dilthcy, S|)rangcr, and Jaspers. Sn\gg and Combs make no mention, however, either 
ol these or ot any of the idienomenologists 
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serve discussion here: (i) the philosophical setting of the approach, 
(2) its actual application to the problems of experimental psychology, 
and (3) its possible extension to some of the less tangible problems of 
social psychology. The hist of these we must pass over briefly. In 1900 
Edmund Husseil Ijegan the publication oL his “Logische Unteisuchun- 
gen,” in which he attempted to lind in the analysis of expeiience the 
basis for logic and epistemology. On the one hand this involved a de- 
scriptive psychology of the cognitive piocesscs, in which all assumptions 
about the nature of the “real** vvoikl 01 about ultimate “tiuth” are, as 
it were, placed in biackets, and the phenomena themselves aie simply 
observed, desciibed, and oidcicd accoiding to iheii own intiinsic char- 
acteristics. On the othei hand, and jiaiily on the basis of the descriptive 
psychology, it involved an examination and oideiing ol the essences 
which are revealed in cxpciicnce but are in no sense cieated by experi- 
ence. The basic method he called pure phenomenologv. It leads, as one 
readily sees, in two dnections, on the one hand tow aid a rehnement ol 
the methods of desciiptive ps)(hological aiialvsis and on the otltei 
totvard a system ol epistemology and. eventually, ol metaphysics. 1 he 
philosophical phenomenology ol the later Ilusscil, and of his pupil 
Heidegger, need not concern us. It beais no necessary rcteience to psy- 
chological methodology. The psychological phenomenology of the ear- 
lier Husseil did, however', have an appreciable inHiieiue.* 

The essential thing about psychological phenomenology is that it is 
not a school or a system but an approach. \ phenomenon is by defini- 
tion an appearance. Psychological phenomenologv is tlie attempt lo 
suspend biases and to observe and describe laithlully that which ap- 
pears. Nc3w it is clearly ridiculous to assume that theu* can ever be such 
a thing as utterly unbiased obseivation. "I he bias of the jietceiver, even 
if it takes the form of a mild e\|)ectation, is incMl.dily a part ol the 
process of perception. One might argue accordingly that any phenom- 
enology is a mere fiction and that we might as well lor get about it. 
Nevertheless, if we stress the word “attempt,” we find that oui pioj^osi- 
tion is both meaningful and cxticniely impoiiant. It is possible tor us 
to become aware of many ol the implicit assiimjjtions which govein our 
obseivation and, through discipline, to suspend (hem. It would be 
ecjually ridiculous to expect even the most accomplished phenomenolo- 

^Foi a full and competent discussion of the conttdnition ol phenomenology to 
psychology the reader is rcfcired to the recent book by Meileciu-Fonty (24). 
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gist to be able to suspend all biases simultaneously and observe the 
totality of e 3 tpenence in one flash of brilliant intuition It is of the very 
essence of observation that the whole can never be giasped in a single 
act of observing. 

Is not phenomenology, then, merely a name for what any good 
scientist docs anyway? Does not the scientist always attempt to suspend 
his biases^ 1 he answer is emphatically No I he scicntisi is always try- 
ing to solve a problem, to test an hypothesis, to lehne a measuicment. 
He tries to exclude anything that ma) jeopauh/e the accuiacy ot his 
obseivation, but in doing so he is implicitly afhiming the existence of a 
fact or a truth ol which his obscisaiion is only an ineomplete indicator 
His observation is diiected not towaid the expeiience as such but to- 
ward that which is icvealcd through the expciicnce A phcnomcnolo- 
gist fumed loose in a jihjsus laboiatoiy would make a hoiiible mess 
ot things In fact, it he icmained a phcnomenologist for \ci\ long, he 
could not survive foi he would be so busy observing himselt growing 
hungiy that he would toiget to cat. 

It shouH be (leal, then, that thcie leally is no such person as a phe*- 
nomenologist tlieu au only people who from time to time adopt the 
phenonu nologic«d attitude \nd, indeed theie is piobablv no such 
thing as a puith plu nomt nological psychology, there aie meiely psy 
etiologies whuh attempt to take as then slartnig point the unbiased 
obsei\ation ol phenomena. The liuittulness ot this approach in the 
j)S)chology ol pcKeption is no longei a mattei toi dispute Dining the 
I lUheneiian da)s at Cornell the ait ot intiospection was de\eloped to 
a point piobibly 1K^(1 attained befoic oi since Yet when Weitheimer 
lepoitcd the phenomenon, the best the Cuinell laboi tioiy could dowas 
dispose ot it as a giey Hash (5). This is a case in which die phenomenon 
was slighted because it did not contonn to the naditional theoiy ot 
pciccption Siinilaily the Coinell intiospectionism had no place foi the 
modes ot appe nance ot coloi, so biilliantly desciibed by David Katz 
(10). Rubin's liginegiound lelatumships (ah) and a host ot other phe 
nomcna could nevci have Icmnd a ccntial place in the psvchologv of 
peiception had jisvchologists had not been willing to look at the phe 
nomcna without jnc |udging them in teims ol a reductive atomistic bias 
\et It IS phenomena sucJi as these that aie most ehaiaeiuistic ot the 
woild ot things as we peiccive them. 1 ue pheiionie nological appioach 
does not meiely peimit the inclusion ot meaning as a tact ot peiception; 
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it reveals meaning as the very stuff of experience, and it invites the psy- 
chologist to turn his attention to the meaningful aspects of the world. 

Phenomenology is. however, not psychology. Phenomenology is sheer 
description. Psychology is a science, which attempts to explain; and to 
explain it must have constructs. There is nothing in the descriptive 
analysis of experience that can decide whether the explanatory con- 
structs are to be qiiasi-psychological, quasi-sociological, quasi-biological, 
or quasi-mathematical. All the phenomenologist can do is insist that the 
system of constructs be flexible enough to deal with experience in all 
its richness and variety. No set of construe ts thus far proposed has been 
able to do this. In fact, the histoiy of psychology is studded with cases 
in which it has been the psychologist, with his more intimate familiarity 
with phenomena, who liad laid dow^n the reejuirements for physiologi- 
cal theory. This is not to argue that the psychologist should dispense 
with physiological, or even mathematical, theorizing. It has disciplinary 
value, and once in a while our theories might even be right. What is of 
the utmost importance, howTver, is that the psychologist be not re- 
stricted in his obser\ation to those phenomena that can be readily dealt 
with in terms of the constructs of a neighboring science. As one more 
illustration one might cite Michotte’s brilliant study of the perception 
of causality (25). For most of us, causality as phenomenon is subtly ex- 
cluded from investigation by an epistemological bias. Causality is liter- 
ally before our eyes wherever we turn; yet it retpiired a Michottc to 
make it a problem for experimental psychology. 

So far, we ha\e (onsidered phenomenology as concerned wdth what I 
can see with my eyes and you with yours. Is the phenomenological ap- 
proach rdstricted to so-called “private’’ worlds, or can we meaninglully 
talk about the phenomenal w^orld of the other person? This is, of 
course, a question that goes beyond psychology, but some kind of an- 
swer is necc'ssary if phenomenology is to be of any use to social ]>sychoi- 
ogy. Two answers are immediately available. One is the solipsism of 
George Berkeley, which e\ery freshman student of philosophy finds so 
delightful and so inesistible, and frcmi which he ran be rescued only by 
an act of God. It is easy to demonstiate that the qualities cjl objects are 
merely ideas in my mind, that the objects themselves aie nothing more 
than their qualities and are therefore ideas too, and that people who 
scowl and make noises, are just scowls and noises, also ideas in my 
mind; in fact, that my resistance to the consccjuenccs of my own Icjgic is 
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nothing but an idea. Communication, from this point of view, presents 
no pioblem because there is nobody to communicate with. The be- 
haviorist answer, which also appeals to freshmen, is equally devastating. 
It assumes, naively, that there are other oiganisms, but that my knowl- 
edge of them is limited to the stimuli Irom them which allect my re- 
ceptors. (One should really not use inentalistic words like “I” and 
“mine,** but the alternative language is too f iiinbersonie.) My re- 
sponses may constitute stimuli for the other organism, whose responses 
may in turn stimulate me, until eventually theie is some co-oi dination 
between the responses ol the two oiganisms. But I may not talk of the 
phenomenal woild, or the percepts, or the ideas, or the other organisms. 
That would be rank anthropomorphism; and anthropomorphism is 
bad. Indeed it is slightly sinlul — oi at least undemocratic — toi me to 
talk of my own phenomenal world, since the other oiganism could 
ne\er share in it. These are two extieme points of view, which I am 
sure no one has ever leally taken seiiously; yet, AMthin the context of 
their presuppositions, they aie lelatively impregnable. Each consti- 
tutes for diflerent leasons a denial ol the possibility of a social psychol- 
ogy based on phenomenological analysis. Rather than attack them di- 
lectly, may 1 suggest that vve examine from a phenomenological jioint 
of view tuo ol the standaid consliucts ol social psydiologv, namely, the 
social object and the social agent. In othci vvoids, what can phenome- 
nology say about social peiception and the ego? 

HI 

The tenn “social peicejjtion” seems to be used in two senses, and the 
two meanings aie not always kept distinct fiom eacli othei. On the one 
hand, w’e have the pioblem oi the social deteiminat.on ol jieiception, 
on the other hand the pioblem ol the peiception of the social. Neither 
problem is immediately clear. Let us consider first the social deteimina- 
tion ol peiception. 

Ihe pioblem might be restated as follows: in everyday life we do 
not always jieiceive things as they leally are. IVithin w’ide limits we 
peiceive them as we w^aiit them to be, as we expect them to be, oi in 
terms ol an unconscious bias. Now oui wants, expectations, and biases 
are in large measuie socially detci mined; thcielorc our perceptions arc 
to a corresponding degice socially dei^i mined. AVhat is the extent of 
this social determination, and what aie the causal piocesscs involved? 
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When one looks for illustrations one naturally thinks of the hallucina- 
tion, the case of mistaken recognition, the Rorschach and TAT observa- 
tions, and the wealth of examples provided by the anthropologists. In 
each case a central disposition or attitude, which has presumably been 
built up through experience, constitutes one of the determinants of 
what is perceived. This is not a new problem in psychology. It is simply 
a modern version of the nativist-empirist controversy of the nineteenth 
century, what is modern being merely the word “social.*' The question 
in its classic form is: How much of the determination is central and 
how much is peripheral? Stated in this way, the question is as unanswer- 
able as the parallel question: How much of behavior is determined by 
environment and how much by heredity? Heredity and environment 
are simply not co-ordinate and independently definable factors. Both 
are invohed in all Ijchavior and, except in a most superficial sense, the 
relationship between the Uvo is not cjuantifiable. 

The central-peripheral dichotomy is equally illicit. If we talk quasi- 
physiological language for a moment, wc tnust assume that an attitude 
Or an expectation is somehow or other lodged in the cortex. We might 
be tempted to say, then, in line with some of the older theories, that the 
color of an object is determined in the retina and its meaning in the 
cortex. But the color processes, whatever they may ])e, cannot produce 
the experience of color until the excitation has been transmitted to the 
cortex. We are forced to conclude, then, that the so-calletl peripheral 
determinant is also cortical. The problem must accordingly Ije restated 
in terms of the orgini/ation of processes in tlic cortex. Are there certain 
neatly segregated cortical jrrocesses which, if untampeied with, w^ill give 
us pure, meaningless sensation? Our ignorance oi the cortex is pro- 
found, but there is not one particle of evidence, physiological or psy- 
chological, to support an affirmative answer. What little w^e know' about 
cortical functioning, and certainly all that we know about experience, 
would suggest that any jrrocess which leads to perception aflects and is 
affected by other processes in its field. One fact of observation, which 
for me is conclusive, is too seldom mentioned, namely, the lact of con- 
sciousness. Perception is a conscious prcjcess. As such it involves a re- 
lationship between a self and that which is not self. If we maintain the 
physiological analogy we must assume that there is something in the 
cortex corresponding to the self. There must accordingly be some sort of 
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communication between the self-process and the not-self process. The 
self is thus the irreducible minimum of context lor a pcitept. 

If a percept is always a pcrcept-in-context, our next question becomes 
that of the degree of stability oi independence of the various perceptual 
processes. Ihis is a pioblcm for concrete lesearch rather than for the 
cither/oi kind ol argument. The eaily emphasis in Gestalt psychology 
was on the importance of autochthonous organization. It was part of 
the battle against empiricism, and the argument was presented so \igor- 
ously as to lead some critics to the conclusion that the Gestalt psycholo- 
gists were denying any possible influence of past exireiience on percep- 
tion. This was obviously a misintei pictation. The pioblcm has recently 
been restated in clear and sober bishion by Wallach (32) in terms of the 
conditions under which process and trace can interact. That such inter- 
action takes place cannot be questioned, but how they interact, what 
kind of trace can aflect what kind oi process and in what w^ay, can be 
found out oiilv through patient investigation. I see a circle; it continues 
to looTc ciicidai even when it is tipped, and no amount of willing on my 
part wMl 1 i.ike it look less ciiculai, bui the addition of a lew oblicjue 
lines will destroy the ciicularity at once. I see a beautiJul, luscious 
apple, but the meie suggestion ol a worm in it will make it look less 
a])peti/ing. both ciiculaiity and appeti/ingness are peicej)tual pioper- 
ties. "I o sa> that one is peiipherally and ilie other centiallv determined 
is clearly a gross oversimplification. Every peiccpt is a function ot field 
conditions. In the past we have tended in oin pciceptual studies to 
ccrncentiate on the more casd) c on ti oiled field conditions, namely, 
those which respond laiily directly icj changes in cumulation. AVhat 
we need nerw is obviously more and more emphasis the less easily 
controlled held conditions, on what Buinei and Postman have called 
the “ps)chologual mechanisms which mediate between the directive 
states of the oiganisin and changes in perceptual response” (1, p. 29). 

'Fhe problem ol the social determination oJ peiception is thus not a 
special problem, but a logical and inevitable development oi sound 
peiceptual theory. Using the language ol held theory, we aie now trying 
to study Tuene and inoie complex peicepts in moie and more complex 
fields. In this connection iheie is a lesson we can leain horn the history 
of psychology, namely, that each great advance in peiceptual theory has 
depended in large part on a more careful sciutin> ol perceptual phe- 
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nomena. I have mentioned Wertheimer’s phi phenomenon as an ex- 
ample. An even better example is to be found in Kat/Zs pioneer work 
on color constancy. The crude fact of constancy had been noted before. 
Katz observed that, when illumination is reduced, although a surface 
may maintain its essential color {eigentliche Farbe) it loses correspond- 
ingly in the dimension of Ausgeprdgtheit (pronouncedness). This is a 
purely phenomenological distinction; yet it led, as we all know, to ex- 
tremely important theoretical consetjuences. Further examples could be 
added indefinitely, but they are hardly necessary. The point of the 
argument is simply this, that as we approach the more dillicult problems 
of perception the importance of a sound phenomenology becomes coi- 
respondingly greater. Writing in a diflercnt context, Brunswik has said: 
“It must be stressed . . . that act psychology and phenomenology are 
important, and perhaps indispensable, preliminaries to molar research 
of the objective kind” (3, p. 59). This from any other functionalist 
might be considered a concession, but Brunswik’s own work makes it 
amply clear that he takes this {)roposition seriously. 

The conclusion to which one comes, then, is that we shall not get very 
far in our attempt to explain social determination until we have a 
thorough phenomenology of the social content ol perception, i.e., a 
study of the perception of the social. May 1 once more suggest that the 
content we arc interested in cannot be limited by the word “social,” and 
that we may find it ncTcssary to use a more comprehensive term than 
“perception.” We are interested, of course, in the angriness of a face — 
presumably a social j^ercept, since the face belongs to another jierson — 
but we are also interested in the angriness of a cloud, which has noihing 
to do with another person, unless we impose on our description a 
jjrojection theory of perception, which would be a denial of our phe- 
nomenological approach. Similarly, the person in front of us who 
threatens us might be considered a percept, but the absent person 
whose threatening image is vividly present is not ordinarily considered 
to be a percept. Our conventional psychology speaks ol the remembered 
or imagined person. I hc distinction is not always easy to draw, and it 
may not be of primary importance. In the phenomenal world we h.avc 
things and events, varying in their propeities and related to one an- 
other in various ways. Some of the variations we observe fit fairly neatly 
into the conventional categories. Memories, for instance, are usually less 
clear than percepts, and images are usually less stable; but we have 
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variations in clarity and stability within the category o£ percepts. As a 
matter o£ fact, our customary categories o£ perception, memory and 
imagination are imposed on our psychology by a simple, and rather 
crude, epistemology. We cannot quarrel with this, because it is the 
naive realism ol everyday life; but we must recognize it as one of the 
biases that constrict our observation. 

I'he phenomenology of the past has tended to focus on the more 
objective components ot experience, objective, that is, in the sense of 
being apprehended as essentially independent of the self. We know a 
great deal about the world of color and the world of touch, about the 
phenomenology of sounds, and about the organizations of these in 
space and time. For the most part it is j^ossible to describe these phe- 
nomena without bringing in the self except as a relatively neutral refer- 
ence point. When we ajiproach such phenomena as attractiveness and 
repulsiveness, however, or reality character, or even the simple sensory 
qualities of warm, cold, and pain, we find it is not always possible to 
exclude the self from our analysis. Many of these phenomena are just 
as truly p 'perties of objects .as are redness and roughness: but others 
are more correctly described as subjective, i.e., as states or propeities of 
the self. Within the phenomenal world objectivity and subjectivity aie 
not independent categories, but constitute rather a direction of varia- 
tion. A film color is in this sense less objective than a surface color, the 
pain of a pinprick less subjective than the pain ol a headache. The dis- 
tinction has nothing to do with the degree of dependence on the or- 
ganism, lor all experiences are equally dependent on the organism. It 
does, however, involve the expeiience of selfhood. A piece of chocolate 
possesses, in Lewin’s language, positive valence. It looks goocj and it 
tastes good, especially when I am hungry. But it may look and taste 
good even when I am not hungry. The goodnes. of the chocolate is 
2)hcnomcnalIy inherent in the cliocolate. Yet there may be a subtle 
difference between the goodness it has when I am hungry and the good- 
ness it has when I am not hungry. I cannot characterize the difference 
precisely, but it is meaningfully related to a state of me. The hungri- 
ness of me docs not create the goodness of the chocolate, but there is 
clearly an intimate relationship. One could pick innumerable, and 
j>robably better examples. The cheeriiiess of a melody, the grandeur of 
a mountain, the loveliness ol a lady in the moonlight, or, to crib from 
William James, the never-to-be-too-much-sat-on-ableness of a nestfull 



234 


H. B. MACLEOD 


of eggs. These are all objective phenomena, but their meaning is im- 
bedded in a self-object relationship. The phenomenology of the ob- 
ject will thus be incomplete until we have a phenomenology of the self. 

For the purpose of this discussion I prefer the word “self" to the 
word “ego*" The self is a phenomenal datum, or a category of phe- 
nomenal data. The ego, in my thinking, is not a datum but a construct. 
I'he self can be obser\'cd and described; the ego is deduced or postu- 
lated. "I'he ego may be conceived in quasi-psychological terms, as in the 
Freudian system, or in (jiiasi-physiological teims as a sub-system of the 
organism. All I should argue at the moment is that before we can have 
a sound theory of the ego we must have a careful phenomenology of the 
self.® The self must also be distinguished from the personality. At the 
risk of appearing pedantic, might 1 suggest that the word personality 
be reserved, in phenomenological analysis at least, for what has some- 
times been called the “other self" or the “other person.” To tie things 
together, w^e might borrow from William Stern (30) the non-phenom- 
enological concept of “person." The person, then, is the neutral entity, 
the whole individual. J'he ego is a sub-system of the person. Sell and 
personality are respecti^'ely the “inside" and the “outside" views of the 
person, not necessarily parallel. I’here can thus be a j>henomenology of 
the self and a phenomenology of the personality (or other self); and 
both are necessary. 

It would not be possible here, even if T were capable of doing so, to 
give even an outline of a })henomcnology of the self. All I can hope 
to do is to make a few observations that seem to be relevant to the prob- 
lems of social psychology and to stress the need for systematic research. 
One of .our main difficulties is that we ha\c never really accepted the 
self as a topic for research. 1 he problems have been brilliantly dis- 
cussed by William James, James \V"ard, and others, and more recently 
G. H. Mead (23) and Kurt Kolika (is) have given it a place of promi- 
nence in systematic doctrine; but the admirably thorough review of the 
literature by Sherif and Cantril (28) reveals disappointingly little that 
could pass as respectable research. "Fhe self is the most important com- 
ponent of the psychological field, yet for every study of the self as per- 
cept, or of the development of sellhood, there are hundreds devoted to 
the perception of sejuares and circles and the learning of nonsense sylla- 

disagreement with Professor Hilgard (7) is perhaps not as fundamental as 
this statement might suggest. 
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bles. It is true that the German literature contains more. Careful phe- 
nomenological analyses are to be found, for instance, in Scheler’s study 
of sympathy (27) and in the various volumes of Husserrs lahrbuch fUr 
Philosophie und Phayiomenologische Foischung, These are not research 
in the sense in which we use the term, although they constitute an in- 
dispensable preliminaiy to research. What we need now is less talk 
about the self and more empirical studies. 

To study the self empirically we must begin with the phenomenon. 
Ihis means that wc musi tempoiarily suspend any hypotheses we may 
have about the tians(cuclcnt<il sell, the puic ego, the cognitive agent, 
just as in studying objecti\e peiccpts we bracket our questions about 
the “reality” of the physical world. As phenomenologists, we are, of 
course, interested in those phenomenal properties of the self which 
invite the heliet in a pure ego, just as we are interested in the 
Dinghajligkeit of the perceived table or chair; but these, I suggest, 
would not be the easiest phenomena to begin wuth. The inescapable 
phenomenon of selfhood is the body, not the organism, but the body 
as it is present in the phenomenal w'orld. I'he sell that we begin with 
is thus a segregated, hounded entit). It is extended and located in 
space; it endures in time; it possesses color, weight, and various other 
properties found in other entities of the phenomenal world. As such 
it can be studied expc iimeiiLally, just as wc study the jrerceptual ob- 
jects around us. We hare, lucked away in the literature of somaesthesis, 
a great deal of inloi matron about the phenomenal body, although 
much of it wdll require icnrterpretation. 

To this extent the sell is in piincijrlc )ust like airy other object. Prop- 
erly speaking, how'cver, it should not be called an objc*(t, for it has the 
unique chaiac teiistic of being the indispensable condiiion of all ob- 
ject-perception. It is an ever-present anchorage point, about which the 
frameworks of space and time are organi/ed. It is in a completely literal 
and empirical sense the subject of all experience. 1 his, too, is a matter 
for expel imcnlal investigation. 

It is when wc approach the more dynamic properties of the self that 
we begin to encounter didiculties. 1 he phenomenal world is not static. 
It contains purjroscs, wishes, and anxieiics, and at fust glance these 
seem to be uniquely chaiac teiistic of the self. It is intelligible that 
many psychologists have been led to the conclusion that the dynamic 
properties which seem to irrhere in the objective world have all been 
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projected into it. The projection theory has not recently been defended 
in systematic fashion, but it comes up implicitly in the interpretation 
of the studies based on the so-called "projective” techniques. What the 
individual sees in the Rorschach ink-blot is what he puts into it. I 
cannot take time to discuss the projection theory in detail, but there 
are, it seems to me, two points to be made. In the first place, the dy- 
namic properties of the phenomenal world are not limited to the self. 
We perceive fear or anger in the other person, we perceive direction 
of movement, we perceive objective causation. In the second place, the 
self may be a completely passive component of the field, responding 
and adjusting to the forces around it, rather than generating those 
forces. There is nothing in phenomenological analysis which requires 
us to believe that the self is the only, or even the main, point of origin 
of vectors. Indeed, what used to be called the "pathetic” fallacy may 
be closer to psycliological truth than the theories that have attempted 
to correct it. This is not to argue that we can learn nothing from the 
projective methods, merely that the term "projective” is misleading. 
We do not project the meaning into an object any more than we pro- 
ject the redness or the squareness into it. What looks like projection 
is just as much a luiKtion of the objective as it is of the subjective 
structure. The less rigid of the two structures will tend to conform in 
a meaningful way to the more rigid. 

To say that the individual organizes his world is thus not strictly in 
accord with the phenomena. The self and the jvorld organize each 
other or, better stated, become organized togetlier. J'here is another 
way, however, in Which such a statement can be misleading. It suggests 
that there is one world which belongs to one individual and another 
world which belongs to another individual. For some practical pur- 
poses this is not a bad way of speaking. When I try to understand an 
unhappy child I try to see things as he secs them and to feel myself as 
he must feel himself. This is in essence the "phenomenological” ap- 
proach of Snygg and (^omhs, which they opj)ose to what they call the 
"objective” approach, and it is one with which I have great sympathy. 
We run the danger of confusion, however, if we speak of the phenom- 
enal world as though it were a "piivatc” world. If we had only private 
worlds we could have no communication. 

Let us look again at the phenomena. The meaning of "private” 
hinges on the meaning of such words as "I” and "mine.” We have 
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already discussed the meaning of “I.” That is the self. It may not have 
the same meaning at all times, including sometimes moie and some- 
times less; and tins is even truer of the word “we." The word “my" 
necessarily bears reference to the self, but it has a still broader range 
ol meanings. “My" may reler, among other things, to a part of me like 
my head, to a possession ol me like my hat, to a piopei ty of me like my 
weight, to a characteii/aiion of me like my icputation, and so forth; 
but it always implies an alternative category ot that which is not mine, 
possibly “yours" or “his" or “its." In other words, “my" piopeily char- 
acterizes only some of the components ol the phenomenal world. The 
bulk of the phenomena aic not mine at all, any more than they are 
youis. You and 1 observe and describe the same object. We don't de- 
scribe it respectively in terms ot your led and my red, >our squaie and 
my square, nor would it be meaningful to talk of it as oiii led square. 
In fact, as Titchener’s pupils alwa)s found, it icquiies gieat effort to 
look at an object and treat it as though it weie not an object but an 
expel ience. This basic fact ot jiihenomcnal objectivity is the tact vs^hich ^ 
renders possible the understanding of one peison by another. \Vc do 
not ordinarily live in private woilds. For each of us thcie are some phe- 
nomena of a private or subjective nature but together we live in a 
public world, a vvoild vvlndi eontams people as well as things. 

IV 

What we ha'c covered so lai is inciel) a sample of the problems we 
encounter vvJien we embark on phenomenological analysis It has not 
been possible to discuss them with anv degree ol thoroughness, nor to 
pay proper tribute to the man) writers who have dealt with them more 
adequately. May I conclude by repeating thice general points which I 
have tried to make and then i cunning bi icily to tlie four types of social 
j)sychology outlined at the beginning^ 

First, phenomenology in its psvchological context is not a theory but 
an approach. Its one assumption is that theie are things to look at and 
listen to and think and led .ibout — in other wwds, there are [ihenom- 
ena — and that one can gradually leain to observe and describe these 
without necessary retcience to thcii hypothetical origin, destiny, or 
status in the universe. 

Secondly, phenomenology is not ps)chology. It is merely a first step 
in the direction of a scientific ps)chology. It helps to set the problem. 
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and it serves as a constant check on the adecjuacy of our methods and 
the correctness of our thinking. It docs not, as such, dictate the con- 
structs m terms of which psychological phenomena are eventually to be 
explained. 

I’hirclly, phenomenology is a field for research. True, it is easy and 
delightlul to sit in an armchair and phcnonienologi/e, and beyond 
phenomenology thcie is always the line ol epistemology and meta- 
physics. Nc\ei tireless, one can and must be disciplined about it. The 
uselulness of the phenomenological a|rpioach has been demonstrated 
beyond cpiestion in the e\peiimcntal psychology ol peiception and in 
the psychology of thinking. Iheie aie many moie pirenomena in these 
fields to i>e investigated, but we need nerw to ajrply the same method of 
carehil desciiptixe analysis to other fields, notably to motivation and 
the aflcctive life. 

To what extent can a phenomenological appioarh help to clarity the 
problems and meihcxls ol social ps)cholog), and i elate these to the 
problems and methods of general psychology? 1 he answer, it seems to 
me, is that theie is a challenge aircl a piomise but that most of the work 
is still to be clone. Insolai as our psychology is looted in the obsei\ation 
of expeiieiHC and bchaMcn, i.e., in the study ol phenomena — and this 
includes all psychologies except those that dcn> the existence ol phe- 
nomena — the unbiased sciiitiny ol phenomena is a nccessaiy pierecp 
uisitc to all fuithei woik. I his is Hue ol all loin i\pcs of social psy- 
chology. In theoiy, the study of gioup chaiac teiisiic s can picrceed 
without the aid ol phcnomenologv. In olhei woicls 1 concede the 
possibility ol a sociolcrgy that is independent oJ ps)chology. In actual 
practice, howTvei, such a sociology is likely to be formal and b.uren. A 
moie fruitful study ol national, racial, oi othei group c h.nacteiislics is 
likely to mciticle as some of its important huts the ways in which 
natierns, races, and oihei groups aie actually apprehended by people. 
This is ei|ually true lor the study of the clyn.imics ol grou|)S. Ik lore we 
can understand social roll's, lor instance', and the ways in which they 
interact, we must know' what in |)hcnomenal terms a role is. 

Fcrr a moti\c oriented social psychology the key problem is obviously 
that of the nature of motivation. If 1 had time 1 should like to aigiic 
that the source erf most ol our confusion in motivational theoiy lies 
in our lack of an adeejuate phenomenology oi motive. Our concejrts ol 
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need and goal have too frequently failed to distinguish between psy- 
chological content and logical implication, and v\e have tended to 
jump from biological constructs to ego-constructs without pausing to 
examine the |)henomenal chaiacteristics of the self. We cannot have a 
genuine dynamics ol behavior until we have scrutini/cd the dynamic 
phenomena themselves. 

Insofar as our learning-oriented theories are couched in a quasi- 
mathematical language without phenomenal content, the> are, T am 
afraid, beyond hope. II, howe\ei, their primary concern is to discover 
how it is that the individual incorporates within his own behavioral 
svstem the characteristics of a culture, then there is clearly a role for 
phenomenology. How are the variables of a culture, its values, its cus- 
toms, its prohibitions, represented in the psychological field? What is 
the phenomenal counterpait of an attitude, of a social role? What is 
the meaning fen the individual ol icvvard and punishment? And, above 
all, through what changes do the structuies and relationships of the 
phenomenal world pass as the individual Iiecomcs a social being? These 
are all phenomenological <|uestions cjI fust impoiiaiicc. 

To speak or a cognitively oiiented social psvchologv is in my opinion 
merely another way ol releiiing to a social psvchology that begins with 
phenomenological analysis, which is cle.iily the appioach 1 am favor- 
ing. If this be perceptual imperialism, I plead guilty to the charge. I 
think, however, that the epithet is slightly misleading. If one w’ere a 
functionalist and favored the function ol peiception over other func- 
tions, one would be open to the charge, and one might retaliate by 
hurling back other cjnthets, like “motive imperialism” or “learning im- 
perialism” or even “organism imperialism.” As I see it. however, phe- 
nomenological analysis is prior to the adoption ol any s'^ sternatic theory. 
Phenomenology ought to be a neutral court vs here evidence for or 
against any system ma) be dispassionately assessed. It just happens that 
our best examples ol plienomenological analvsis arc to be found in what 
we have traditionally called the jisychology ol perception. 

One final word ol caution, and this, loo, is merely repetition. It is 
easy to list the problems v\hich demand lur iher phenomenological anal- 
ysis, the physiognomic properties of objects, the sell as percept and as 
agent, the imjiressions ol personality, the d)namic properties of chang- 
ing psychological fields, the phenomenology ol linguistic meaning, and 
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SO forth. It is easy to say that we must understand the world as other 
people see it. But there is a gieat distanre between the recognition of 
the problem and its solution. We still have to learn how to do it. 
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The cognitive processes — perceiving, rcnienihcring, and thinking — 
have occupied a strategic position in the development of psychology. 
Cognition has been a focus ol interest lor many dillcrent theories and 
schools of psychoh)gy — structuralism and (iestalt, learning ilicwy and 
psychoanalysis. Common interest, however, has not given rise to unity. 
Rather, it is disagreement in the interpretation of cognitive processes 
which has been one of the niajcn* centrifugal t(jrces in psychological the- 
ory. It is, indeed, not surprising that cognition should be an area of 
ferment and argument, lor it is the complexity and subtlety ol these 
processes which is above all the hallmark of human behavior. 

MAJOR TRENDS IN COGNITIVE THEORY 
It is always dangerous to summari/e complex historical trends under 
a few pat headings, but it is probably lair to say that tiieie have been 
two major tvpes ol emphasis in the analysis and interpretation of the 
cognitive prcKesscs: the fmmal and the inslnnncutaL The loimalists 
have tended to study the vaiioiis cognitive liinctions as more or less 
self-sufficient processes, with little regard to the context of behavior in 
which they take place. In the field of percef)iion, their emphasis has 
been on the relationship between the dimensions of physical stimula- 
tion and the dimensions of experience — the organization ol color, form, 
and space. Such formal emphasis is ecjually strong in the classical psy- 
chophysical tiadition and in Gestalt psychology. For while Gestalt psy- 
chology substituted the laws of field processes for die associationism 
and mental chemistry of structuralism, it still tended to view percep- 
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tion as a more or less self-sufficient process. As Brunswik pul it, “the 
dynamic interaction in a closed brain field amounts to a kind of self- 
sufficient encapsulation of the perceptual system" (ii, p. 56). 

And so in memory. T he classical tradition, laid down by Ebbinghaus, 
focused on the determination of retention by such formal variables as 
frequency, amount of material, and structure of the series learned. In- 
deed, to eliminate meaning and personal significance, the nonsense 
syllable was invented. Again, for the atomism of the associationist doc- 
trine Gestalt psychology substituted the dynamic evolution of the mem- 
ory trace. The laws governing the fate of the trace, however, were the 
very same laws of organization and self-distribution — closure and Priig- 
nanz — which dcteimine the autodithonous perceptual process. It is 
through insistence on the universality of these laws that Gestalt psy- 
chology pioneered in the unification of cognitive theory. 

rhe instrumentalists ha\e been mainly concerned with the ways in 
which cognitive behavior serves the adjustment Oi the organism to a 
changing en\ironment. 1 he instuimenta lists warned to know not only 
wdiat it is an oiganisin peiceives and reinembeis under given conditions 
and alcmg what general dimensions jKTcepts and memories develop and 
change; they weie interested above all in the lelation between cogni- 
tion and motivated, goal-directed beliavior, in the role which cognitive 
processes pla) in adjiistment and survival. It is primarily the instru- 
mentalist view of the cc^gnitive pi oc esses which has articulated with 
theories of peisonaliiy and social psychology. For those concerned wdth 
personality dynamics and with social processes have always been im- 
pressed with the highly selective and idiosyncratic interpretations of 
the environment rooted in deep-seated motivations and in strongly re- 
inforced social and cultural norms. 

'These two approaches to cognition arc, ol course, in no sense contra- 
dictory. They lepresent diiterenres in the range of questions asked, pre- 
dilections in the variables sampled and intervening processes postu- 
lated. Formalist and insiiumenialist approaches have also tended to 
look to dillcrcnt neighboring disciplines — the formahsts primarily to 
physiology for the neuial bases of cognitive behavior, the instrumen- 
talists to social psycholcjgy, to personality theory, and to anthropology 
for wider sampling of motives and situations in which cognition serves 
the needs of the organism. A general the ry of cognition cannot emerge 
unless and until formalism and instrumentalism are fused. They will so 
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fuse when one approach ceases to hold constant or to ascribe to resid- 
ual error those variables which are of paramount importance to the 
other. Set, motivation, past experiences, and social context are ever- 
present parameters in perceptual organization and memory change. By 
the same token, those who view the cognitive processes as mediating 
personal adjustment and social interaction must not disregard or hold 
constant at some arbitrary or unspecified level those variables which 
define the limits of the organism's response to stimulation. As we have 
said elsewhere (7), the goal is a ‘‘full information" theory of cognitive 
behavior. All cognitive behavior must be viewed as jointly determined 
by what Krech and Crutchfield have called “structural" and “func- 
tional" factors (26), or, as we have described them, “stimulus" factors 
and “directive" factors. Structural or stimulus factors represent the ca- 
pacities of the nervous system to respond to stimulation; they deter- 
mine the range over which response to a pattern of stimuli can vary. 
The functional or directive factors are those needs, goals, and past ex- 
periences of the organism to which the cognitive processes are instru- 
lYiental; it is these factors which determine systematic dillerences in 
cognitive function from individual to individual, from situation to sit- 
uation, from group to group, and from culture to culture. Cognitive 
behavior, then, is viewed as jointly determined by both sets of factors. 
I should like to stress the phrase, jointly determined. We must not 
think of directive factors as sources of distortion away from some true 
value, rather we must view them as processes contributing to cognitive 
organization on a par with structural or stimulus factors. Directive fac- 
tors c2Ln and indeed' do sometimes lead to greater rather than lesser ac- 
curacy and precision of function. The important point is that they do 
make systematic and predictable differences in cognitive behavior. 

Our language at this juncture is dualistic, but only for reasons of 
experimental expediency, not because we wish to assume a discontinu- 
ity among the causes of cognitive behavior. For purj^oses of experimen- 
tal manipulation, we think in terms of two distinct sets of variables, 
often differing widely in the type of operation whicli they require. 
Eventually both types of variables may be translated into a common 
system of statements which would free us of the necessity of switching 
from one universe of discourse to another. 

As the paths of formalism and instrumentalism converge, cognitive 
theory will become an integral and, I venture to say, a central part of 
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social psychology. For it is a truism that social behavior, like all other 
behavior, is critically determined by the ways in which the individual 
perceives, icmembeis, and thinks about his environment. It is not a 
one-way street, however, that connects cognitive theory and social psy- 
chology. Social j)s)chology has been describing and classifying a wide 
range of bchaviois whose cognitive chaiacteiistics a tiuly general theory 
of cognition must encompass and has achieved important insights into 
the motivations and goals ol individuals which may well turn out to be 
important determinants ol cognitive iunctionirig. In tins sense, social 
psychology has made, and will continue to make, important contribu- 
tions to the development ol cognitive thccjiy. ^Vith cognitive theory a 
central part ol social psychology, and with the facts and problems of 
social psychology integrated inter cognitive tliccri), we would be well on 
the road to a general theory ol behavior in which the facts ol social ac- 
tion and inteiaction w^oulcl become special instances ol universal laws 
ol behavior. 

THE CHARACTERISTICS OF A GENERAL 
COGNITIVE THEORY 

What are the characteristics ol a general cogiritive theorv that can 
integrate in a unitai) scheme the problems ol lormalism aircl instru- 
nientalism or at least cause them to converge? It seems that three dif- 
leient roads ma) lead to this end, and today we find investigators trav- 
eling along eadi ol these loads. 

Reduction of Instrumental Variables to Formal Variables 

In a recent article protesting against the pcrcepii<>n-motivation di- 
chotomy which allegecll) chaiactc'ii/es much conteinporai) research 
dealing with the “eilect ol nrotivation on perception,’' Hochberg and 
Gleitman write: “Motivational processes can lie subsumed under per- 
ceptual ones — in the sense that they can be desciibed and predicted by 
perceptual lavss . . . ceiiaml) the laws ol perceptual or gani/ation are 
more precise, well clefinecl, and on more solid empirical foundations 
than whatever laws ol needs exist at present” (22, p. 183). The authors 
then go on to suggest th.it motivational processes can be translated into 
processes oi clisec[uilibiium in the isomorphic brain field which con- 
tinually strains toward the restoration d its own equilibrium. Thus, 
the law ol Pragnanz, embodying the Gestalt-dr ang toward equilibra- 
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tion, would become a fundamental law of motivation as well as of per- 
ception. This type of approach has well been characterized by Krech as 
"‘perceptual imperialism’* (25, p. 77). 

A broader kind of monistic solution has been advocated by Krech 
{25). For the traditional classification of psychological data and con- 
cepts into such categories as “perception,” “learning,” and “motiva- 
tion,” Krech would substitute hypothetical constructs which he calls 
“dynamic systems.” These dynamic systems, which are the basic units 
of psychological analysis, are “the resultants of every neural event 
which is reflected in any kind of brain event (25, p. 75). It is the prop- 
erties of these dynamic systems and their laws of operation which will 
provide the models for tlie description, analysis, and prediction of all 
the organism’s responses to stimulation. The type of model which 
Krech suggests for the dynamic systems is drawn largely along Gestalt 
and field-theoretical lines. In this model, there is no room lor percep- 
tion, learning, and motivations as separate and semi-autonomous sys- 
tems of psychological functions. Rather, dynamic systems vary along 
certain basic dimensions. The three basic dimensions of the dynamic 
system suggested by Krech are: isolation — referring to the degree of in- 
teraction with other dynamic systems; differentiation — ihe extent to 
which dynamic systems have articulated substructures; and tension — 
the amount of diseejuilibrium within the system. It is with variations 
along these dimensions that the phenomena which are described as mo- 
tives, percepts, and learnings are associated. For e\^7nple, “needs” are 
co-ordinated with variations in tension, perceptual organizations with 
varying differentiarions, etc. However, these dimensions are character- 
istics of enery dynamic system, and the laws of dynamic systems involve 
all these parameters. It is, therefore, impossible to vary need while hold- 
ing perception constant. Varying any ot the conditions of stimulation 
changes all these attributes simultaneously. Hence, the units of behav- 
ior are not perceptions, needs, feelings, etc., but “perception-need-feel- 
ing-belief-emotion-etc.” In such a system, then, the distinction between 
formal and instrumental variables disappears and they are all trans- 
lated into variations along the parameters of dynamic systems. This is 
one road along which a general theory of cognition can travel. Such an 
approach is as, yet highly programmatic, but it is already clear that it 
must be on the alert against one danger: that it restrict itself unduly to 
the choice of variables and situations that lend themselves easily to 
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translation in terms of isolation, dilkrentiation, and tension In terms 
of actual experimental manipulations, moieovei, the distinctions be 
tween perceptual, motivational, and learning variables will die hard 

Descriptive Functionalism (Instrumentalism) 

I he second appioaeh to a geneial theoiy ot cognition emphasizes not 
the mechanisms which mediate cogniti\e behavioi but rathti the 
achieuf merits ol cognition over the total range ol conditions that ob 
tain in the habitat ol man BiunswikS theoietical position, which he 
aptly desciibes as “probabilistic lunctionalism" (lo) exemplifies this 
approach in pure Lorm Lxpeiimenters and theoiisis who grew out of 
the formalist tradition have in their pieoeeupation with mediating 
mechanisms failed to dc il with upiescntaiuc samples ol behavioi In 
their expel imeiits, the) ha\e studied undei conditions of stiiet artificial 
contiol onl) a lew ciielullv chosen values ot stimulus vaiiabits, unrep 
icsentative ol the v ist laiige ol stimulus values which the oiganism en 
counters m its natuial h ibitat under a multiplicity of conditions From 
an ecological point ol view, behavioi his not been sampled in anything 
ippioiehiiig ie[jjesent itiveness I he model builders need lor the eon 
ttol and lesiiution of v uiables, moieovei piecludes the eovaiiation ot 
\aiiablcs 111 then intunl ecologically ehaiacteiistu mannei Iheiem 
ecly Biunsvyik avcis lies in the rcpicscnt itive sampling ol stimulus sit 
nations and objects Just as we would hesitate to geneialize about a 
population ot people unless we weie leasonably sine ol a lejneseniative 
sample so we should not geneiali/c about the oiganism s icsponse to a 
vaiiable unless we hive a lepiesent itive samj^Ie ol the values ot the 
vaiiable that the oiguiism eneounteis ind ol the condirions unelei 
which he icspoiids lo it Ihe icsults ol such sampling can be expussed 
in teims ol coiielations between featuics c^t the eiiMionment anel the 
chaiactciistics ol the subject s eognitiye lesjjonses, and through analvsis 
of the eon el Uions the b isie situational dimensions ot cognition can be 
isolate ei, just as lactoi anal)sis thiough eoiielation of test peitoimanees 
isolates the basic dimensions of individual capacities Ihe coiielation 
between the inde|xnelent measuiements of the enviionment and the 
subject’s cognitive iesj:)onses defines the t alidity of the iesj>onses 1 hus, 
validity refers to the achuvement ot the response for the oiganism, the 
extent to which the lesponsc attains wh it the organism intended lor 
example, correlation betvyecn physical size and perceived size defines 
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the validity of the perceptual response. The greater the validity of the 
cognitive response, the more successful is the organism's adjustment to 
the environment. The task of cognitive psychology is to sample the 
conditions on which the degree of validity of the organism's response 
depends. In Brunswik's own words, “psychology is conceived of as a 
fundamentally statistical discipline throughout its entire domain, with 
'functional validity' taking its place alongside traditional test validity" 
(lo, p. 56). 

Just as the first approach eliminates the separation between formal 
and instrumental by translating instrumental variables into formal 
processes, so this approach mitigates the dichotomy by focusing inquiry 
almost entirely upon the description of instrumental achievements. 
The role of the stimulus is that of a cue which makes it more or less 
probable that the organism will achieve the object which it intends- 
Stimulation is not studied as a condition initiating a particular type of 
mediating process in the organism. Probabilistic functionalism does not 
build models but evaluates the effectiveness of cues in adjustment. Such 
an approach can go a long way toward a general cognitive theory which 
will encompass the facts of social behavior, for many of the objects 
sampled would, indeed, be cultural objects and social traits, and the 
range of situations sampled could well include a wide range of social 
situations. However, probabilistic functionalism is centered upon the 
analysis of objectii*e acliievemcTit. Failure of achievement is related to 
the unreliability of cues in a changing environment. The social psy- 
chologist and the personality psychologist are often concerned not only 
with the conditions of achievement but also, and sometimes primarily, 
with the nature and determinants of errors and distortions. They wish 
to relate these errors and distortions to the motives and past experiences 
of the individual. To borrow a phrase which Egon Brunswik has used 
facetiously, probabilistic lunctumalism is "cold" and the lunctionalism 
or instrumentalism of those who have been working on a "lull-informa- 
tion theory" of cognition often is “hot." 

Convergence upon Common Constructs 

There is still another way. Essentially it consists in building a model 
whose properties are defined in terms of both formal and instrumental 
variables and in which the relation bct\,^een the two sets of variables 
is part and parcel of the theoretical scheme. Formalistic and instru- 
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mental variables converge upon constructs which are defined in terms 
of both and do not require the reduction of one to the other. In the 
next section of this paper I should like to present an attempt at such a 
theoretical formulation toward which my collaborator, Dr. Jerome S. 
Bruner, and I have been tending lecently as a result of our experi- 
mental work. 

AN HYPOTHESIS-INFORMATION THEORY 
OF COGNITION 

In developing this view, we have boi rowed heavily from several con- 
temporary theorists, notably I'olman, Biiiiiswik, Kreth, Bartlett, and 
Woodwoith. Perhaps we have not done much more than to extrapolate 
from some ol their concepts, adapting them to the needs of our own 
research. 

The Concepts of Hypothesis and Information 

Central to our analysis is the concept ol hypothesis} By hypotheses 
we mean, in the most general sense, expectancies or predispositions of 
the organism which serve to select, oigani/e, and translorm the stimulus 
information that conics Irom the environment. A given sensory input 
has not only energy character istics which trip off a series of organized 
rc'actions in the rreivous system, but it has cue or clue characteristics 
as well — it carries nifoniiaUon about the eirvironmcnt. It is with re- 
spect to thes»' inloimation characteristics of stimuli that hypotheses 
operate, riius, a ha/y bluish color has not only certain spectral and 
intensity values, it is also a cue or clue to distance and qua clue it 
is related to the organisms hypotheses about distance. 

Hypothesis, then, is an intervening construct defined on the one hand 
by the patter rrs ol stimulus inloimation to whicli the organism is ex- 
posed and on the other hand by the organisrnS responses — discrimina- 
tions, verbal reactions, and motor acts which occur in response to the 
stimulus inlormation. 

We speak ol stimulus informalioji because we wish to relate hypothe- 
ses to the cue or clue characteristics of stimuli. How, then, do we define 
the information characteristic sol stimuli appropriate to a given hypoth- 
esis? wSuppose the organism has (or we wish to show that it has) an hy- 

^ In our thinking al)oiu the concept of hypothesis we are especialb indebted to 
Tolman and Biunswik (47). 



250 


LEO POSTMAN 


pothesis A, for example, that a given type of object will appear in the 
environment. Or the organism has an hypothesis about a linkage of 
events in the environment, “if A then B.“ We can now show in in- 
dependent defining experiments what stimulus variations and patterns 
of stimulus organization are related to the discrimination of A and/or 
B. For example, if the hypothesis concerns the size of objects, the vari- 
ous, so-called secondary, cues to distance would be examples of appro- 
priate stimulus information. Similarly, if the hypothesis concerns the 
color of objects, such stimulus characteristics as the brightness of the 
object, mixture of wave lengths reflected, and nature of the surround 
would be sources of appropriate information. In general, tiicn, stimulus 
characteristics which can be independently sliown to be related to the 
discrimination of that which is expected or hypothesized are sources of 
“appropriate information." Of course, the more specifically we state 
the hypothesis, the more precisely can we delimit appropiiate stimulus 
information. We have already mentioned what kinds and patterns of 
stimuli would be a[)piopriate information for size and color hypotheses. 
If the hypothesis were as broad as “something will occur," virtually 
any discriminable stimulus characteristic w’ould constitute appropriate 
information. 

To summarize, then, hypothesis is an inter\ening construct used to 
account for observed empirical relationships in cogniii\e behavior. 
They are conceived as predispositions or expectancies of the organism 
which organize and transform selectively incoming stimulus informa- 
tion (perception) «'jnd continue to transfoim it after removal of the 
stimulus (numiory). Hypotheses are anchored opcraticjiiaily in discrim- 
inable stimulus information on the one hand and various classes of 
responses (e.g., verbal leactions and motor acts) on the other. 

The ultimate tasks of the theory are these: (i) to sj>eciiy the hypothe- 
ses which operate in the transformation and organization of informa- 
tion; (2) to describe the conditions which govern the accjuisition of 
hypotheses; (3) to analyze the information on which the hypotheses 
operate; and (.j) to build a model representing the itiode of operation ol 
hypotheses. 

I.et me now spell out a few first steps toward this objective as they 
apply to perception and memory. It is hof)ed that this model will apply 
ecjually to perception and memory, and perhaps to other cognitive 
processes as well. Lei us turn to percc*j)tion first. 
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PERCEPTUAL HYPOTHESES 
The Hypothesis-Iniormation Cycle 
We can conceive of the peiccptual process as a cycle of hypothesis- 
information-trial and check of hypolhcsis-confnmation or non-con- 
firinaiioii. In any given situation, the organism is not indifferently 
ready for the otcurience of any oi all types ol objects, or sequences of 
objects. Rather, the otganism expects, is eingestellt, for a limited range 
of events. Into the oiganisni which is thus “tuned" inloimation is put 
by sensory stimulation. This information serves either to (i) broaden 
or narrow the range of hypotheses or (2) confirm or deny specific hy- 
potheses. If the infonnaiion confiims the hypothesis, a stable peiceptual 
organization is achieved. It the information fails to confirm the hypoth- 
esis, the hyjiothesis shifts until it is confirmed and a stable perceptual 
organization is achieved. Thus, the relation between hypothesis and 
infoimaiion is cyclical in natine, with a continuous process of trial and 
check, trial and check — to use Woodworth's term — until confirmation 
has taken rrlace (50). The degree of confirmation or the subjective ccr-* 
tainty sufficient to terminate the process of trial and check will vary 
with the subject’s (ask, witli the strength of the hypothesis, and w'ith the 
oppen tunitic*s tor trial and check in the situation. 

Those of a phenomenological frame ol mind will probably object 
at this point that this account of perception docs violence to the evi- 
dence ol expel ience in which percepts are given immediately and com- 
pellingly. Perhaps an h)poiliesis-inloimation analvsis is no more than 
a lestateinent ol Ilelmholtz’ theory of unccmscious inference in cur- 
rently fashicmable terms. However (hat may be, the justification of a 
theoretical model ol perception need not be sought in its introspective 
validity. Rather the model must stand or fall with its ability to order a 
large bod) ol data and to produce testable experimental deductions. 
We now turn to a set ol specific propositions generated by the theory 
which may allow us to gauge its promise. 

Determinants of Hypothesis Strength 

Let us now consider a series ol sjH'cific propositions concerning the 
determinants ol h)pothesis strength. We shall piovisionallv define the 
strength of an hypothesis in terms ol the amount of appropriate in- 
formation necessary (o confirm it or infirm it. The stronger the hypoth- 
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csis, the less of appropriate stimulus information is required to confirm 
it or infirm it. This is tantamount to saying that a very strong hypothe- 
sis will tend to be confirmed even when most of the available informa- 
tion is inappropriate or that a weak hypothesis will not be confirmed 
even when a considerable amount of appropriate information is availa- 
ble. It might be interesting to note here that what is generally described 
as an “ambiguous” situation would in our terras be a situation in which 
there is little appropriate information for the trial and check of hypoth- 
eses. Now to the specific propositions and the evidence supporting 
them. 

1. Frequency of past confirmation. The strength of an hypothesis 
depends on the frequency with which it has been confirmed in the past. 
Defining strength in terms of the amount of appropriate stimulus in- 
formation required for confirming, we mean tliat the greater the fre- 
quency with which an hypothesis has been confirmed in the past, the 
less of appropriate stimulus information is re((uired to confirm it on 
subsequent occasions. This proposition finds considerable, although 
not unetiuivocal, support from the series of experiments which have 
dealt with the problem of perceptual learning. In the wake of Gott- 
schaldt’s challenging experiments pitting Gestalt lactors of organization 
against frequency of past experience (17), there has l)een a succession of 
experiments (4, 14, 20, 28) which in spite of difi'crenccs in procedure 
would probably agree on the following generalization: under condi- 
tions of reduced stimulation, such as tachistoscopic presentation or 
peripheral vision, the more frequently a stimulus constellation has been 
experienced in the past, the more readily is it recognized. We would 
conceptualize the results of these experiments as follows. Suppose the 
experiment deals with the recognition ol geometric forms. This fact, of 
course, greatly narrows the range ot the subject’s hypotheses. Under 
conditions of highly reduced stimulation (e.g., very rapid tachistoscopic 
exposure) a small amount of appropriate stimulus information is fed 
into the organism. Other things being ecjual, that specific hypothesis is 
aroused which has been confirmed most lie(|uently in the past in the 
presence c^f this type of stimulus information. Further input of appro- 
priate stimulus information then serves to confirm the hypothesis. 

It now becomes clear why so-called ambiguous stimuli have been 
predominantly used in demonstrations of perceptual learning and, for 
that matter, in the study of many directive factors in perception. Only 
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under conditions of partial information are there degrees of freedom in 
the arousal of alternative hypotheses. As one approaches full appro- 
priate information, the nature of the hypothesis is uniquely deter- 
mined. 

We have used the evasive qualifier “other things being equal" in pre- 
dicting that the hypothesis which has been most frequently confirmed 
in the past will be aroused and more easily reconfiimcd in the presence 
of appropriate inlorniation. Othei determinants of hypothesis strength 
may readily override the effect of fiequency. A well-known experi- 
mental finding ol HenleS (20) may seive as an illustration. To demon- 
strate the effect of past expeiicnce undei conditions of reduced stimula- 
tion, she compared the efficiency ot lecognition lor normal printwise 
letteis and reversed letteis picsenicd tachistoscopically or in peiipheral 
vision. She found that piintwise letters which, ol course, had been ex- 
perienced so much moie frecjiiently than leversed letters were recog- 
nized miuh moie often. ITowevci, if she set her subjects to expect re- 
versed as well as printwise letteis, the difference disappeared. Giving 
tlie subjects a multiple hypothesis — “letteis in this situation will be* 
either piintwise or lesersed" — offset the effect ol frequency. Our next 
proposition conceins this veiy latter of multiplicity ol set. 

2. Nunibei of aUeinaiiv<' hypotheses. "I he larger the number of al- 
ternathe hypotheses that opeiate in a given situation, the more of ap- 
propriate stimulus inloimatioii is recjuiied to confirm any one of these 
hypotheses. In iny gi\en situation, hypotheses may \aiy from complete 
monopoly-expectant y of one event and one event only — to a high de- 
gree ol multipluity — expectancy of a large number ol alternative 
events. As the number ol alternative hypotheses increases, any given 
unit oi appropriate inloimation may ser\c paitially to confiim several 
of the alternative hypotheses. Only in the jnescnce ot a critical amount 
of appiopiiate inloimation can disci miination among competing hy- 
potheses take place. 1 he situation heie is closely akin to the phenomena 
of interfeicnce in learning where competition among alternative and 
incompatible responses leads to a decrease in efluiency ol performance 
— negative transfer, jiroactive and retroactive inhibition. In terms of 
our model, the larger the numbei of alternative hypotheses, the less 
probable is it that any given unit ol appiopiiate stimulus information 
will serve to confirm one of the competing hypotheses. 

Now for some experimental confirmation of this proposition. First 
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of all, much classical work can be cited in support. The slowness of 
disjunctive reaction time as compared with simple reaction time may 
well be attributed at least in part to the difference in number of al- 
ternative hypotheses about incoming stimuli and the consequent differ- 
ence in amount of appropriate information required to confirm one of 
them. Indeed, as Merkel (36) showed many years ago, the larger the 
number of alternatives, the slower the disjunctive reaction time. Per- 
haps even more relevant is Henmon’s demonstration (21) that the more 
similar the alternatives, the longer is the disjunctive reaction time, for 
the more similar the hypotheses, the more of appropriate information 
is required to discriminate among them. More direct demonstrations 
of the relation between number of alternative hypotheses and per- 
ceptual efficiency are contained in the classical work of Kiilpe and 
Bryan (27) and its extension by Chapman (12) and Yokoyama (52). If a 
subject docs not know before exposure of a complex stimulus which of 
several attributes of the stimulus he will he retjuired to report on, his 
discrimination of any single attribute is poor — the range of hypotheses 
to which the stimulus information is relevant is wide: i.e., there are a 
large number of competing hypotheses. If. under the very same condi- 
tions of exposure, the subject has a single set for a specific attribute, the 
efficiency of his discrimination is greatly improved — the range ol hy- 
potheses to which the incoming information is relevant is greatly re- 
duced. In a recent experiment on the percej)tion of words we obtained 
parallel results (39). When the subject is set to expect one, and only one, 
class of words to appear in the tachistoscope, his perceptual perform- 
ance is much more elficient than undei conditions where he expects one 
of two alternative, and equally probable, c lasses of words. Under single- 
hypothesis instructions, moreover, meaninglul interpretations are at- 
tempted earlier and failures of perception are less frequent. In short, 
stimulus information is used more efficiently because it is appropriate 
to fewer competing hypotheses. 

When the social psychologist speaks about stereotypes, he is dealing 
with strong mc^nopolistic hypotheses abcjut classes of objects and people 
which oj)erate without much competition from alternative hypotheses. 
As monopolistic hypotlieses, they are confirmed bv a small or indeed 
minimal amount of appropriate informaticjn. If 1 have such a monop- 
olistic hypothesis about Negroes, for example, that all Negroes are 
dirty, this hypothesis is confirmed almost as soon as I have recognized 
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a man as a Nej>ro. For the linkage between Negro and dirty is so strong 
that inlcjnnation identifying a person as a Negro serves to confnm the 
fact that he is dirty as well. If, on the other hand, I have alternative 
hypotheses about Negroes — a Negro may be cither clean or dirty like 
any other man — I must in any given case have more appropriate in- 
formation about the individual before one or the other hypothesis is 
confirmed. Such examples may be homely and obvious, but besides 
emphasizing the continuity between laboratory expenment and social 
a])])lication. they may have implications which are not self-evident. 
Several investigations have been devoted to the eflect of contact with 
minority groujrs on prc^jiidiced attitudes towaid tliese groups (37, p. 
995). 1 he results have been contradictory: sometimes contact does, and 
sometimes it does not, seem to reduce this bias. In terms of the argu- 
ment presented here, we wciuld say that sheer exposure to members of 
the minority group cannot be expected to have any kind of uniform 
effect. 'J'he crucial cjucstion is whether or not the biased individual 
accjuiies alternative Irvpotheses which can be diflereniially reinforced^ 
by contTi r "'’'*th the minor riy group. As long as he contim^es to operate 
under a strong monopolistic hypothesis, little a])propriate information 
is sufficient to confirm it, and exposure to the minority group may 
easily strengthen rather than weaken his prejudice, lire teaching of 
alternative* Irypcjtheses is a fust indispensable stcj> in the modification 
of attitudes. 

Whether 01 not a given h)]Dothesis can be modified or lose, as it 
were, its monoj^oly will dejDend on its motivational supjjort. Having 
dealt wdth some of the formal determinants of hypiithesis strength — 
frecjuerrc} and nrultij^licity — ^we now turn to motrv.itional determi- 
nants. 

3. Motwational support. The stronger the motivational siijiport for 
a givc*n hyjDothesis. the Ic*ss of apjnojniate stimulus information is 
reejuired to confirm it. The uselulncss ol this jriojjosition will dcjjend 
on our ability to give substance to the concejrt ol motivational support. 
As a first apjDroxiniation, let us think ol motivational support in terms 
of the consequences which confirmation or non-con fnmation ol the 
hypothesis has for the organism. Thus, hypotheses whose confirmation 
signifies rewards and punishment have stronger motivational support 
than those which arc unrelated to cither positive or negative reinforce- 
ment. These reinforcements may be externally administered or carried 
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by symbolic surrogates. Our statement does not imply that wish-fulfill- 
ing hypotheses will necessarily be dominant in perceptual organization, 
but rather that hypotheses gain strength by virtue of their instrumental 
significance. By way of an analogy to learning theory, our statement 
is much closer to Tolman's law of emphasis than to the law of effect. 

Instrumental hypotheses, then, are stronger than non-instrumental 
ones and will be confirmed by less of appropriate stimulus information. 
Much of the evidence in support of this proposition comes from experi- 
ments which investigated the relation between intensity of need and 
perceptual organization. The typical procedure in such experiments 
has been to induce a need in the subject (for example, the hunger need), 
then to present him with ambiguous stimuli and to observe whether 
increase in need leads to increased perception of need-related objects 
(e.g., food). A rising frequency of need-satisfying responses is, indeed, 
often observed as a function of increasing need (30, 44) but the rise 
does not continue indefinitely, and the proportion of need-satisfying 
hypotheses may actually decline under very strong motivation (30). The 
importance of going beyond a simple wish-fulfillment theory of per- 
ceptual selection is emphasized by the fact that the hypotheses which 
become dominant with increasing need may concern instrumental 
rather than goal objects, e.g., objects useliil in the attainment of food 
rather than food itsell (30). Experiments relating personal values and 
emotional attitudes to perceptual selectivity ha\e produced evidence 
for the strength of both positive, value-congruent hypotheses (5, 34, 40) 
and of hypotheses rejjreseiiting dangerous and threatening objects (5, 
34). Parallel resuUs emerge from studies of the effects of rewards and 
punishments on perceptual selectivity: in situations in which alterna- 
tive perceptual organizations are j^ossiblc, percej^ts associated with re- 
wards aie favored over those associated with punishments (43, 45) but 
there is greater sensitivity to stimuli which lead to negative reinforce- 
ment than to neutral ones (32). It is interesting to note that parallel 
results have been obtained in studies of attributive judgment. Both 
positively valued and negatively valued objects are accentuated as com- 
pared with neutral ones (6). 

What, then, about perceptual defense? Is it not true, as several ex- 
periments have seemed to suggest, that some subjects will ward off 
as long as possible the perception of the inimical or threatening? On 
the basis of our analysis we would suggest that what appears to be 
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perceptual defense results from the dominance of strong alternative 
hypotheses rather than from active lepression of the inimical or danger- 
ous. In the presence of partial information, strong hypotheses incom- 
patible with the threatening stimulus may be evoked. Let us, for ex- 
ample, assume that we present a very conventional, inhibited subject 
with a taboo word in the tachistocope (5, 35). In the picscncc of partial 
information, a series of strong non-taboo hypotlicscs is aroused which 
must be infiinied before the weaker taboo hypothesis is aioused and 
confirmed. If this is the case, the subject will appear to be defending 
himself against perception of the taboo word. 

If, however, hypotheses related to the negative stimuli are strong, 
the opposite of defense will appeal to operate. Now suppose this same 
subject is very much afraid of, and pieoccupied with, illness, and we 
present him with the name of an illness in the tachistoscope. His illness- 
lelated hypotheses aie stiong .iiid leadily aioused, and he peiceivcs 
the stimulus woid veiy lapidly. Certainl) he does not “wish*' for illness. 
Rather, his hypotheses about illness have a high piobability of being 
aroused. 

The tendency for groups of subjects to divided into “defenders** and 
“non-defendeis** in the face of thicatening stimuli beats out this point. 
It would seem that those who show peiccptual defense against negatne 
stimuli have stiong dominant positi\e hypotlicses which recjuiie a large 
amount of appropiiate information bcfoie they aic rejected and befoie 
a shift to negative hypothesses is made. On the othci hand, tliose who 
do not show' resistance to the peiception of negati\e stimuli mas have 
strongei negative hypotheses, if this interpietation should be collect, 
one of the most uigent rcseaich pioblems facing us is the disco\ery of 
the condiiioiis w'hicli lead to the dominance of positne and negative 
hypotheses. The lecent studies of l^ienkel-Brunswik and her associates 
(16) suggest that the dominance of positive 01 negaiive hypotheses and 
the ability to shift hypotheses — what slie calls toleiancc of ambiguity — 
may be deejily looted in peisoiialiiy chaiactciistics. Fienkel-Brunswik 
also found that intolciance of ambiguity v\as much moie chaiacteiistic 
of the ethnocentiic than of the unpiejuciiccd individual. Clearly, the 
conditions of hypothesis dominance and hypoihesis shift are central in 
the study of social attitudes. 

Confii Illation or non-confiimation of hypotheses not only has conse- 
quences for immediate goal-striving activities but also affects larger 
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cognitive organizations of which a given hypothesis is part. We must 
view a given hypothesis not only as a goal-dircxtcd instrumental activity 
but also as part of a larger cognitive structure or matrix (to use Tel- 
man’s term). "I'hc degree to which a given hypothesis is embedded in 
such a matrix or forms a stable part of a larger cognitive organization 
is an important determinant of its strength in any given situation. 
These considerations lead to our next proposition concerning hypothe- 
sis strength. 

4. Cognitwe support. The more firmly an hypothesis is embedded 
in a larger cognitive organization, the less of appropriate stimulus 
information will be required to coiifirm it. A corollary of this prop- 
osition would be: the more firmly a hypothesis is embedded in a larger 
cognitive organization, the more resistant will it be to change. A “larger 
cognitive organization** is a system of hyj)oihescs which are associated 
with each other and are governed by common rules or principles. A 
given specific hypothesis gains strength by virtue ol its embeddedness 
in such a larger cognitive organization, for past conlirmations of specific 
'hypotheses ha\e generalized to all parts of the matrix. 

Experimental support for this proposition comes from a series of 
experiments on “incongruity,** in which wc studied the effect of vio- 
lating well-established expectancies, more or less strongly embedded in 
larger cognitive organizations. 

The first cxperiinent (41) was designed to show the support given 
to an hypothesis by broader cognitive context, even when environ- 
mental events are contrary to the hypothesis. Like Uenle (20), we 
worked with the well-established and cjlten-con firmed hypothesis about 
the pro]:)erties of letters — that they appear printwise rather than re- 
versed. Under the first condition of the experiment, subjects were pre- 
sented a series of seven unrelated consonants lor tachistoscopic recc^gni- 
tion. One of the consonants — either at the beginning, in the middle, or 
at the end of the list — was reversed. Under the second condition, a re- 
versed letter was introduced in the same positions in a meaningful word 
(the word plaster). Under both conditions lecognition was slowed down 
as compared with the performance of the contiol groups for whom all 
letters were printwise. More important lor our immediate purposes was 
the following finding: even though recognition ol the scries of con- 
sonants was in general slowxr than recognition ol the meaningful word, 
it took relatively more time to recognize the reversed letter as reversed 
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when It was emhtddcd in the meaningiul word than ^hen it was part 
ol a senes ol unrelated consonants 1 he context supported the hypothc 
SIS ^lat all letters shown wcie pnntwjse inoie stiongly in the case of 
a tn^anJiigiul woid than in the case ol disjointed letters 

Our finding is closel) lelated to the Gestalt piinciple that the prop 
cities oi a sulistiiicturc depend to a consideiable extent on the pioper 
tus of the laigtr whole oi stiuetuie of which u is a pan Our tieatnient 
111 terms cii hypotheses and systems ol hypotheses is in no sense a contra 
diction of this principle 1 he oigani/ation of hypotheses into laiger 
(ogniti\c structures may well be desctibed in teiins ol configuiational 
principles as well as in teims ol assoentne linkages Some hypotheses 
aie more leidily loimcd and more lesistint to change than others by 
VII me ol then membeiship in well oigain/eel ceignitive structuics We 
would hold, howevei th u the (oncept ol hvpothesis is moie generic in 
the anahsis ol (ognitive behivior and thit laws of cognitive stiuc 
tnu ind oigani/ition may be viewed as deteim lints of hyjwthesis 
stiength 

C ognitive suppoit lor i speeifie hvpothesis is olten caiiied by a gen* 
ei il rule oi pinieiple le i sujki old mate hypothesis of which the 
spcdiu hvpothesis is a spedil instance Speiifu hypotheses supj>oited 
liy i gdieril lule oi supei oidinate hypothesis need onl) little appio 
pi me inlorniition loi eontiiin ition and the> will be lejcited onlv in 
the puseiiec ol a (onsideiable miount ol conliadietoiy mioimation 
A linther expiiiment on iiKoiigiuitv illustiates this point (8) Plaving 
caids lie pieseiiteel to sub|eets loi t ichistoseopK iceogintion some ol 
them noimil i nds oiheis vvitli eoloi niel suit icveised eg, led spades 
and black he nls Ineoiigiiioiis e nds aie leeogiii/ed imieli moie slowlv 
Ihioughoiit the tiiils pieceding leeognition tlie i v|)Otheses defined 
by the genei il ink ( il a given suit then a given eoloi ) show dom 
iiiinee md sonuinius pcisist loi moie than r,o tiials in spite ol con 
tradietoiy stimulus inloimition 1 he shilt aw iv lioiii the established 
hypoliicsis IS olten gi lelu il Piioi to leeogiiition ol the nieongiuous 
event, (emipiomise peiceptioiis (tl Biuiisv\ik, ii) luejuently occin — 
led spades seen as puiple sjiaeles bl lek bents as Inown bents etc In 
the piesenee of eib|eets, then whieh contiadiet genenl eogiiitive lules 
the pioeess of tiial and check piocecds slowly, and theie iiiav be a sc 
epieiiee ol reengani/ations by which tl dominant hypothesis is giadu 
ally disc aided 
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Our distinction between motivational support and cognitive support 
is, of course, a highly analytic one. One can readily agree with Krech 
that motivational factors or attributes are involved in all behavior and 
that “a dynamic system which is co-ordinate with our exj^erience when 
we look at a ‘lop-sided' figure on the screen will be under the very same 
kind of tension as a dynamic system which is co-ordinated with our. 
experience when we look at a steak after several hours of food depriva- 
tion" (25, p. 79). Nevertheless, we believe the distinction between 
motivational and cognitive support to be analytically useful because it 
leads to wider sampling of determinants and allows us to make imme- 
diate contact with bodies of information which have to some extent 
developed independently of each other. "I’he distinction between moti- 
vational and cognitive support of hypotheses may, however, be only 
temporary. 

CONDITIONS OF HYPOTHESIS CONFIRMATION 

We have borrowed Woodworth's phrase, "tiial and check" (50), to 
describe the process of hypothesis conlirmaiion. We assume, then, that 
in the presence of partial stimulus inlonnation an hypothesis is aroused 
— the strongest hypothesis which fits the infoimation — and is checkc'd 
against the appropriate stimulus information until hypothesis and 
stimulus iidormation match sufficiently to give rise* to a stable pei- 
ceptual organization. The basic condition of hy[H)t}»esis confirmation, 
then, is the presence of apprcjpriate stimulus inforiujfUion. Appropriate 
inforinaticm, it will be lemembered, is stimulation relevant to the dis- 
crimination of that'which is expected or hyjK)thesi/cd. Even in the ab- 
sence of appropriate inlonnation, however, confirmation of hypotheses 
will take place. Our next twcj propositions are conceineci with the proc- 
ess cjf hypothesis confirmation in the absence of fully appropriate stim- 
ulus informatiem. 

5. Dominance of hyfyothescs in the absence of appropriate informa- 
tion, I’he less of appropriate stimulus information is available, the 
mcjre the perceptual organization is detei mined by the dominant hy- 
pothesis. Let me spell out this projmsition in terms of an experiment 
in which we worked with well-established hypotheses and systematically 
varied the amount of stimulus inlonnation available (9). "I he hypothe- 
ses concerned the normal colors oi objecis. Our stimuli were objects 
whose normal colors varied from red through orange to yellow. I’here 
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were two series of objects: (i) a tomato, a tangerine, a lemon, and a 
control stimulus closely resembling them in shape; (2) a boiled lobster 
claw, a carrot, a banana, and control patch of comparable shape. 

Under the first condition, all these objects were cut out of gray 
paper and piescnted against a blue background under a sheet of glass. 
Through color contrast, the test patches appeared to be of a rather 
unstable orange color. The subject's task was to adjust a variable color 
mixer witli red and yellow sectors until it appealed equal in color to 
the test patch. Two series of matches were made with the object present, 
and. one series Irom memory. Undei this first condition, appiopriate 
information for achieving a good match and verilying the hypothesis 
about the color c^f an object was rather pool. The color of the test ob- 
jects was unstable and difleient in texture and salination from the col- 
ored paper on the wheel. Nor was any attempt made to control the 
suirounds of color wheel and test patch. Under these conditions, the 
subject's matches cleaily conlorm to his cxpectainy about the normal 
color of the objects. Significantly, more led is used to match normally 
red objeers than to match scllow objects, with the matches for orangd 
objects falling in between. When matches aie made from memory, with 
the amount ol appropriate infoimation luithei reduced, the differences 
are exaggeiated. 

Under the second condition of the experiment, the same procedure 
was used, except that between the fust and second matching scries, 
the natuie ol the stimulus situation was fully explained to the subjects. 
This w^as done to asceitain to w’hat extent the effect ol the hypothesis 
could be 1 educed thiough knowledge about the situation while the 
aj)|)ioj)riate sinnulus infoimation lot tiial and ctieck remained un- 
changed. Know'ledge erf the situation produced no .ippreciable cflcct, 
and the nai\e gioup and the inionned gioup were at no point sig- 
nificantly difieic nt fiom each othci. Appiopiiate stimulus information 
for the tiial and check icmained unchanged. Knowledge of the situa- 
tion produced no appreciable cflect, and the naive group and the in- 
fc^nnecl group w'cre at no point significant!) diflercmt from each other. 
Appiopiiate stimulus information loi the tiial and check ol a dom- 
inant hypothesis is necessary to produce a shilt to a new hypothesis. 
This conclusion is boine out by the fact that the subjects reported, 
often spontaneously, that the objects wue all of the same color! For all 
its docility, perception is alsc^, as Biunswik puts it, “stupid," and appro- 
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priate stimulus information must be present for an hypothesis to be 
broken and a new hypothesis to emerge. 

Under the third and fourth conditions, we attempted to provide 
stimulus conditions more appropriate to trial and check by first sub- 
stituting stable colored orange paper lor the unstable induction color, 
and finally switching from successive to simultaneous comparison with 
the stimuli exposed side by side against a unilorm gray background. 
With this increase in appropriate stimulus information, tlie systematic 
clfects of the dominant hypothesis became moie and mote reduced. In 
the third condition, it was still present but to a smaller degree than be- 
fore. In the fourth and final condition, no systematic ellects can be 
detected, and the dilfercnces in matches may be assigned to variable 
rather than constant error. 

In some ways we can take this experiment as a model for thinking 
about the operation of enduring hypotheses about the environment in 
the presence ol varying amounts of stimulus inlonnation. The opera- 
tion of enduring hypotheses or expectancies is continually subject to 
•trial and check in terms of inccmiing stimulus inlonnation, and only 
in the absence of appropriate stimulus inlonnation do such expectan- 
cies continue to determine perceptual oigani/ation without correc- 
tion. 

Appropriate information is, of course, not an all-or-none affair but 
may vary in amount from zero to redundancy, wheie there is more than 
the minimum amount of information necessary ter check an h)pothe- 
sis. 

When there is little or no informatiem appropiiate to the checking 
of hypotheses, we have the type of situation uj)on which projective 
techniejues are based. The dominant hypotheses ol the subject, which 
have paramount motivational suppoit, prevail in the presence ol inade- 
cjuale conditions for trial and check. W^hen there is a modicum ol in- 
fonnaticjii which limits the operation ol dominant hyj)otheses but is not 
aclc*c[uatc for full trial and check, conditions aie ripe lor the operation 
of “suggestiorj.” When cognitive situaticjns are cmlered along a con- 
tinuum defined by amount of appropiiate stimulus inlormation availa- 
ble, phenomena, like suggestion, which had been n^eated as separate 
classes of behavior, are seen as special cases ol hyjioihesis behavior. 

Appropriate stimulus information is the basic means of hypothesis 
validation. In a social envirorinrent, however, an individual may, in the 
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absence of appropriate stimulus information, draw on the experiences 
and judgments of others to confirm or infirm an hyj>oihesis. 

6. C 4 onsensual validation. In the absence of appropriate stimulus 
information, consensus among the members of a gioiip will serve to 
validate an hypothesis. Sherif’s experimenis on the autokinetic niove- 
inent (46) can be interpreted as supporting this hypothesis. In this 
situation, the indi vidua Ts hypotheses about tlie extent of movement 
cannot be checked against appropriate stimulus information. The hy- 
potheses do shift, however, under the inllucncc of the judgments of 
others until they converge on a common norm and become stabilized. 
It is this convergence and stabilization at a common norm which indi- 
cates hypothesis confirmation by consensus. 

Social consensus not only serves to conlirm hypotheses in the absence 
of appropriate stimulus information; it is also an important source 
of hypotheses. The range of hypotheses which an individual carries 
around with him and which form, to use I'oh nan’s term again, his 
cognitive niatiix, far exceeds his own langc ol past experiences. Many 
hypotheses come, as it were, readv-mad(‘ and can be activated anU 
checked when the environmental situation demands it. One might, 
indeed, go as iar as to say that the process ot socialization consists of 
building into the child a svstem ol hypotheses which will piej)are him 
to perceive and knenv his enviionment in the ways w^hich his culture 
favors. 


HYPOTHESES IN REMEMBERING 

lIy)K)thcses and systems ol hypcjthescs (schemata) constitute more 
or less lasting [jredisjjositions to selective togimive responses. It is 
these hypotheses and schemata which give continuity and consistency 
to cognitive beliavior. As we have seen, well-established, strong hypoth- 
eses are most cllective as dcteiminanis of cognitive organization when 
the amount of appropriate inloimation for the trial and check of hy- 
potheses is reduced. Rcmemberiuii; is a clear case ol cognitive organi- 
zation which must take j)lacc without o})poitunity for trial and check 
against appropriate stimulus information. W'c would expect, then, that 
it is in memoi7, perhaps even more clearly than in perception, that the 
directive elfect ot hypotheses and schemata can be demonstrated. 

Much of the classical work on i\ .0 learning, which provided us 
with basic information regaiding such variables as frecjuency and effect. 
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was by its very nature designed to minimize the influence of hypotheses 
and schemata. I'herc are, however, two major theoretical and experi- 
mental approaches wliich have stressed the organized, constructive na- 
tuie oi the memoiy process and which are immediately related to hy- 
pothesis theory: Gestalt theory oi tiaccs (23, 24) and Bartlett’s schema 
theory (3). 

The key axiom in Gestalt theory of memory is that the laws of per- 
ceptual organization, such as the laws of closuie and pragnanz, arc 
general laws appljing to all cognitise processes, and that these laws 
govern the evolution oi tiaces in time just as they dctcrinine perceptual 
organization in the presence oi a physical stimulus conliguiation. This 
view leads to the picdiction that changes in the trace held will not be 
haphazard but lather should be piogressively in accoidance with the 
laws of perceptual oiganization. pioducmg more and mote pragnant 
oi^anizations as time goes on. Iheie is some expeiimental su|)port for 
this piediction (i, 38, 51) although it has been seriously challenged by 
the result of some leccnt investigations (18, 19). For the Gestalt theoiist, 
then, schemata aie genet ated by siicsses in the tiace (leld resulting in 
better, simplex, moie pragnant oiganizations. 1 his thcoiy, naturally 
enough, has had lelatively little concern with leainccl schemata whose 
strength is looted in motivational and social factois. 

Unlike the Gestalt jxsychologists, Baitlett was not conceined with 
demonstiating sedf sufticient principles ol oiganization governing the 
memoiy pi oc esses. Rather, he saw the couisc ol ntemory detei mined 
to a consideiable extent by the attitudes and exi)ect.itions ol the subject, 
attittides and expectations which aie hugely detennined by j^revious 
experiences, habits, and cultuial conventions among which the subject 
lives. The schema into which new c*\peiienccs aie luted and to which 
they become assimilau^d in memoiy is described by Bartlett as “an 
active organization of past leactions and past experiences which is 
constantly changing.” It is with the aid ol such schemata that lemem- 
bering — an active piocess ol leconstiuc tion — unlolds itself. The most 
important schemata are those lelatecl to inteiests and attitudes rather 
than schemata which follow the lines oi sense difleiences. As the in- 
terests change and devclo{), so do the schemata. Thus, the assimilation 
of memories to bcjth enduring and tempoiaiy inteiests and attitudes is 
for Bartlett the crux of the remembering j^rocess. Investigators who 
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have related memory loss and change to the subject’s political and social 
attitudes (13, 15, 29, 42, 49) are closely akin to Bartlett in their ap- 
proach to memory. 

Extending the general theoretical position developed earlier to the 
phenomena of memory, I shall try to make these statements continuous 
with the propositions on perceptual organization. Let us consider the 
remembering situation as one in which the subject is faced with the 
task of reconstructing a past event, and again Jet us analyze his behavior 
in terms of hypotheses and appropriate inlormation. His hypotheses 
derive from his initial perception of the situation. U'he appropriate 
stimulus information in terms ot which the initial perceptual hypothe- 
ses were checked is, however, no longer present but is, we assume, lep- 
resented by a system of traces. Paralleling the hypothesis-information- 
confirniation cycle in peiception, we now posit an hypothesis-trace- 
confirmation cycle in remembering. In an oversimplified w^ay we con- 
ceive of the process somewhat as follows: 

An ongoing perceptual process activates some part of the trace sys- 
tem representing a past perceptual process. For the moment we shall 
not be concerned with the determinants ol trace-process communica- 
tion and assume it as given. In general, anal)sis of trace-process com- 
iminication has been in terms of similarity between process and trace. 
As Wallach lecently wioie, ‘‘any recall which is occasioned by a per- 
ceptual expel ieiice involves a process which biings into function a 
memory trac( of a similar experience of the past” (48, p. (i). This part of 
the trace system which has been activated is analogous to the partial 
stimulus information in a ]K‘rccptual situation and serves to arouse an 
hypothesis. Tiial and check of this hvpothcsis is new against appro- 
priate Irrjce itifat rnalion lather than against ap])rop:iatc stimulus in- 
formation. Again, paralleling our perceptual propositions, we would 
say that the stronger the liv pothc'.is, the less appropriate trace informa- 
tion is reiiuired to arouse it and to conlirm it. '1 he total body ol prop- 
ositions regarding the strength and ojKnation of perceptual hypotheses 
is immediately relevant to the strength and ojjeration of hypotheses in 
memory. We would say, then, that amount of appropriate trace in- 
formation reciuircd to arouse and ccmlirm an hyj)othcsis in remember- 
ing varies inversely with fn'ciiiency of past confirmation, number of 
alternative hypotheses, degree of iiioti.aticmal and cognitive support. 
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Building a System of Hypotheses 

The pi oof for these propositions can be obtained in one of two ways. 
We can observe remembering peiformaiuc for a variety of materials 
and in a variety of situations and then tiy to infer the naiine of the 
hypotheses that have been opeiating and to geneiali/e (onceining their 
mode of opeiation. It is on the basis ol siuh piocediiies that the dimen- 
sions of leveling, shaipcning, and assimilation in memor) change have 
been foimulated (2, 3). An alternative is to establish the hypotheses 
expel imentally, to hinUi them nito the subject and to piedict the mem- 
ory changes that must occui if the hypotheses aie, indeed, opeiativc. 
If w’e can thus gain expeiimental contiol ovei the establishment ot an 
hypothesis, the piedictive power of the concept is cnhaiued and the 
description of its pioperties can be made moic systemaiic. 

I liavc begun a seiies of expeiiments in which the subjects lemn 
a system of hypotheses 01 a schema in terms ol which secpiences of 
unfamiliar matciials can be oigani/ed and retained. Ihe svstcmatic 
Effects of this learned schema cm the letention of specific mateiials 
can then be demonsti.ited and predictions made fiom 0111 theoiy can be 
tested. 

In these expeiiments we teach 0111 subjects sets of geometi ic figiues 
and ceitain lules governing then secjuence. The s\ml)oIs have no 
standaid meaning and the lules of secpicnce, though (onsisteiu, aie 
arbitiaiv in piiiuiple. 1 he pioieduie is in some ways analogous to the 
learning of an aitilicial language since thcie is a set ol symbols foinnng 
a definite gioup and there is a paitial ‘Syntax,'' i.e., a set of foimal 
rules which governs the sccjuencc of symbols. 

Specifically, these 1 tiles detcimine the natuie of paii foimations, i.e., 
they detcimine the lelationship which one niembei of a pan ol symbols 
must bear to the othei. As Figure 1 slmws, theie is a set ol basic paiis 
called codes and for each code a set of hrecikdowus into paiis ol sym- 
bols. Derivation ol the bieakdowns liom the code is by icmoval of one 
line from a code figuic, and addition of this veiy same line to the othei 
code figuie, in such a fashion that the added line is not obscuicd by 
overlap with any othei line in the figuie to which it has been added. 
The principle of code dciivation, then, is the addition and subtraction 
of lines. We fc'ach the subjects a scries of hyjjotheses about these figures: 
pairs of figures always add up to the basic code. 
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The first scries of experiments was designed to demonstrate the ways 
in which these learned hyjiotheses influence efficiency of retention and, 
more important, the systematic naiiirc of tlie errors which are intro- 
duced by operation of the hypotheses. Let me briefly summarize the 
results of the first series of experiments. First of all, subjects who have 
learned the piindple governing the derivation of breakdowns from 
codes dificr strikingly in iheii memory lor scries of symbols from con- 
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Figure 1. Excmiples of materials used in experiments on the opera- 
tion of schemata in memory. The code figures appear on the left- 
hand side and the breakdowns on the right. Derivation of the break- 
downs from the code is by removal of a line from one code figure 
and addition of this line to the other code figure. 


trot subjects who have the same amount of familiarity with the sym- 
bols but who have not learned a piinciple ol organi/ation. 'They difler 
not so much in the number of items correctly lecalled, although the 
code groups show some sujjeiioiity in sheer amount ictained. The 
major difference between those into whom hypotheses have been built 
and those who are lelt on their own to develoj) a schema is in the 
nature of tlic errois made in recall. A large proportion of the errors 
made by the code learners arc errors which presenie the principle of 
the code. Even though the specific cK lils of the individual symbols are 
incorrectly recalled, the errois aie s>stemaiic so as to conlorm to the 
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principle of the code. The codes (hypotheses) are used to reconstruct 
the series by whate\er trace information has remained available. 

A second series of experiments was designed to siiow that learned 
principles of organization or hypotheses produce efiects (omparable to 
the progressive changes of the trace in accordance with Gestalt laws 
of organization (or comparable to the type of progressi\e assimilation 
to a schema which Bartlett had described). In these experiments, 
subjects were again taught the codes and the rules for cleriviation of 
breakdowns. In the series of symbols which they were then given to 
memorize, errors — \iolatious of the rules of the code — were then in- 
tentionally introduced. Will such errors he rectified in recall irr ac- 
cordance with the rules of the code? 1 he results of the experiments 
definitely indicate that such is indeed the case. As time goes on. the 
number of rectifi(atioiis become progressively larger: mote and more 
of the errors, which had been intentionally introdiKcd into the learn- 
ing material, arc assimilated to the learned schema. Note that the 
degree of rectihcaiion becomes grc*ater the longer the time interval 
bttween learning and recall: as the amount of appropriate specific trace 
information available declines, the hvjrotheses become increasingly 
dominant in the process of remembering, "lire results of these e\j)eri- 
ments serve to leaflnm the fact that the process of remembering is 
often one of active reconstriu lion, with systems of hypotheses giving 
direction to this piotess of leconsliuction. 

CONCLUSION 

Many of the expciinients which we have usc’d to illustrate our theo- 
retical development are a far cry from the concrete problems of social 
psychologv. Nevertheless, 1 would leafliim m> conviction that a general 
cognitive thccjry is at the very core of a systematic social psychology. 
The more firmly our model is grounded in experimental fact, the more 
readily will it generate testable pro[)osiiions in the held of social be- 
havior. I.et me briefly indicate a lew of the directions in which hypoth- 
esis theory would have to move to maximize its utility for social 
psychology. 

'I he fust task w^ill be to specify the types of hypotheses which are of 
importance in the description and prc*diclion of social behavior. In 
arguing for a phenomenological approach tc' social psychology, Mac- 
Leod (31) has suggested three important problem areas on which phe- 
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nomenological analysis should focus, and it is in these areas that the 
specification of hypotheses and systems of hypotheses would be most 
urgent: (i) the self as phenomenal datum, (2) the other person as phe- 
nomenal datum, and (3) society as phenomenal datum. As MacLeod 
says, “the psychologist must first seek to determine without regard to 
conventional attitudinal catcgoiies, exactly what is there for the per- 
son, what structures with what properties and related in what ways" 
(3*> P- 202). The results of such phenomenological analysis could be or- 
dered as a set of hypothesis and their conditions of conlirniation and 
infirmation could be determined by the same type ol experimental pro- 
cedures which ha\e proved usehil in our exploratory laboratory studies. 

Our theory would require us to spexily not only the nature and 
substance of hypotheses about self, others, and society, but also what 
information is appropriate to the conlnmation ol such hyjrotheses. 
Drawing on the large body of psydiopliNsical knowledge, it was not too 
difficult for investigators to determine what stimulus information is 
appropriate to hypotheses concerning si/e, cc^lcn, pitch, loudness, etc. 
The tvpe of hypotheses, however, which may be of paramount impor- 
tance to the social psychologist will be about such attributes as warmth 
and coldness ol jreople, security and threaieningness and stability and 
instability ol situations. AVhat tvpe ol stimulus information is appropri- 
ate to the \eiification ol such hypotheses? It is unlikely that the appro- 
priate stimulus iniormation can be specilied in energy terms but we 
should be able to sfiecily it in terms of lelexaiit cues. Biunswik’s tech- 
nique of iej)iesentati\e sampling of objects and situations (10) may 
prove invaluable to this end. C^orielating judgments of socially relevant 
traits with a miiltipluity ol stimulus iiiuations nnglit enable us to iso- 
late those ciu's and patteiiis ol cues v\hich are ruv^st relevant to tire 
perception ol such traits, liiunswik’s own woik on the perception of 
such traits as intelligence and leadership has already pointed the way. 
We must not forget, moreover, that v\e can often measure the strength 
of hypotheses about social values indueclh in terms cjf the amount of 
stimulus information recjuiied ioi perception and ictention ol symbols 
representing these values. 

We would hope, then, that such central concepts of social psychology 
as attitudes and cultuial norms can be translated into cergnitive hypoth- 
eses varying in substantive content ,i.rd in strength, l ire advantages 
of such translation would be many: it would serve to render the deter- 
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minants of social behavior more amenable to direct experimental ma- 
nipulation and would bring to bear on the problems ol social psychol- 
ogy the growing body of knowledge in cognitive theory. On the other 
hand, cogniti\e theory w'ould be rescued once and lor all from the iso- 
lation that threatened it when it de\otetl itseJl to the study of the 
generalized adult mind. If vve tia\el along this road, the prospects seem 
bright lor a general science ol beha\ior irr which tire divisions between 
traditional liclds will have lost their significance. 
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Scales of Judgment and Their 
Implications for Social Psychology 

JOHN VOLKMANN 

Mount Holvokc College 


This account of the oxpciinicmal psycholog)' oi judgment will offer 
only tlic simplest «ind most basic lunctional facts. These facts will lead 
to a vt M broad application to pioblcms of social psychology. This 
chapter will not be a ciitical re\icw of the literature, or an account of 
the reseat (h in judgment that is now going on in American laborato- 
ries. In the field of judgment, the facts to be emphasi/ed are still the 
older and the simpler ones. 1 hey ha\c been well applied by Sheril and 
his co-w'oikeis, but most social psychologists have not yet followed the 
example. 

The field of application chosen for this chaptci is educational theory. 
This choice may be sui prising; education is not commonly regarded as 
a special pait ot social psycholog). But c\en the pol tical scientists are 
now dwaie that the cieation of a demociatic society and an orderly 
world depends upon the education ot the woibl's inhabitants. The 
social psychologist will want to go e\en luither than that, and will 
eventually want to specily the paiticular wa)s in which people should 
be educated if the) aie to live togethei happily in the modern world. 
This is the sense in which education becomes a piuper part of social 
psychology. 

American colleges aic showing \ciy dramatically the confused state 
of educational theory. Similar confusions exist in ideas about education 
in general, but we can begin with tlw colleges. Inside the ivy-covered 
walls, the notion of faunal discipline may be dying, but it is ceitainly 

m 
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not yet dead. Educators aie still trying to stieiigthen the powers of the 
mind, even though there aie no poweis, there is no mind, and the 
strengthening is not easily demonstrated. Education by ideological in- 
doctrination loads the student with desciiptive models in a job lot — if 
he takes one, he takes them all. In anothci noble expciimcnt, some col- 
leges attempt to educate through the study of gieat books and great 
men. The books and the men aie often intiinsically interesting, and 
piimary sources arc olten bcttei than secondaiy sources. But the books 
and the men cannot escape the limitations ol then time, and they often 
present exactly those contusions that the educated man should avoid. 
The piogiess of the last hunched ycais has been intellectual as well as 
technological. It is not much moie leasilile to learn logic from Aristotle 
than to learn city planning liom St. Augustine. 

Fortunately there aie more enlightened ideas about education Some 
colleges have practiced what might be called cultural immeision. "J his 
mav consist, lor example, ot an entile semestei devoted to the ciiltutc 
of Pciiclean Athens, oi to a close sociological sludy ol the community 
rn which the college is located. Probably a gieat deal is aicomplishcd 
in this way, but it becomes a little haul to say )iist what ii is. Cultuial 
immersion is a special apj)lication of the piojert method 

Probably we have all taken siuifey c(nnses at one lime or anothci, and 
some of us ha\e even taught them In these couises the lectin er races 
thiough the corridors of tune at a centui\ a week. With skill and good 
luck, he can tiansmit a lot of a little. Without \\w skill oi the good 
luck, the students lose the raie, and the tcadicr fails to v\in it Probably 
the most interesting clevelopmcnl, lelatcd to ihe survey couises, is the 
combined coiase. P^oi example', there are now combined courses in 
W^estern culture to which historians, economists, political scientists, 
and philosopheis contribute (|uite effectively 

Ibis is not a photogiajihic likeness ol educational thcoiy and piac 
tice, it IS a caiicatuie. Nevertheless, there is a good deal ol confusion in 
educatiem, and pci haps at least one of the* areas of confusion can be 
cleared up by the psychologists, ^^ost cd these educational piotedures 
tiy to produce in the stuck nt a betiei or broader peispeclioe to alter his 
view on some paits of the woild. In ordinal y language, the world is 
made to look very different to the educated man. In the language of 
objective psychology, the discriminatfny responses ol the educated man 
are (or can be) very different from those of the uneducated man. 
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How do we gain perspective? The first job is to find by abstraction a 
number of particular discriminable aspects. In short, we must first find 
what we are going to discriminate — in what relevant ways the objects of 
our discrimination differ among themselves. Now one of the conditions 
for finding a discriminable asjject is a moderate amount of heterogene- 
ity among the stimulus-objects. In a most casual experiment performed 
in the laboratory at Mount Holyoke, Oppcnlieimer and Wells (i) pre- 
sented simultaneously pairs of visual figures: they asked a group of 
subjects in what ways these figures were alike, and in what ways they 
were different. Tlie figures were in one series combinations of geometri- 
cal shapes, in another series butterflies, and in another series Kilroy- 
faces (“Kilroy was here”). The paired patterns were at first identical, 
and were then made to differ in ceitain ways, and to differ by increas- 
ing amounts in the successive presentations. Kilroy's nose got longer, for 
example, and his eyes got iaitlier apart, riie discriminable aspects 
could be rej)orted either as likenesses or as differences. The frequency 
with which they were reported by the group of subjects itureased with 
the heterogeneity of the stimulus-patterns, until the two figures were 
made vei7 diffeient indeed; then the frequency of reporting tended to 
decrease again. 

There are other conditions that favor the finding of tliscriminable 
aspects. I’hc most oI)\ious one is, of course, the \erbal instruction to 
look for one or moie gi\en aspects. Various kinds of verbal instruction 
arc used in die classical abstraction expeiiment, in most experiments on 
human disdimination, and indeed in any lecture or text or conversa- 
tion in which somebody is talking analytically. There are people who 
think that theie must be an inclefinitf I) large nuinixT of discriminable 
aspects in any situation; they therefore hesitate to ptocced anal)tically 
at all. Surely tlu* expeiieiue ol piactiting stieiiiists does not lavor this 
view; there may be a large tuimher of ]>ossible aspects, but only a few 
of these aie iele\am to one’s pin poses in describing, and an excellent 
description of the situation can e\entually be given in tenns of these 
few. We need to be able to lind the relevant aspects and to shift with 
flexibility from discriminating one to disci imina ting another. In edu- 
cating, we want to prepare people to do exactly this. 

The process of finding discriminable aspects is not easv. Most people 
in the world are probably object-bou -I most ol the time. I’hey see ob- 
jects, but do not find the variables in terms of which these objects can 



276 JOHN VOLKMANN 

be described. Their vocabularies may not even include the word uari- 
able or its equivalent. There may even be psychologists who in some 
obscure way do not seem to know what a variable is. How can one 
produce perspectives when so many people regard the world as if it 
were composed of unanalyzed differences: a is fl, dogs are dogs, men are 
men, women are women, and there are no variables? A world like that 
is doomed to be chaotic; it simply will not make sense. To produce per- 
spectives in our fellow men, we shall need to offer some heterogeneous 
stimulation, and to do a lot of very pointed talking about the particu- 
lar, relevant ways in which things diftei — childien's workbooks in arith- 
metic take pains to distinguish the numbeis “two'' and “six" Irom two 
oranges or six policemen. Pei haps we need similar workbooks for 
adults. 

Some failures in judgment come, then, from an original failure to 
find the relevant disciiminatoiy aspects. The \isitor to a picture gallery 
will probably not hnd his ideal of a good-looking girl in the work of 
Rubens, or Picasso, or Hiac|iie. fl he looks for stiength and subtlety of 
"composition, however, he will find them in all thiee. 

Some disagreements between people who aie discriminating in the 
same stimulus-situation occur when one peison discriminates one as- 
pect, and another person a different aspect. This is anothei piominent 
source of clisagi cement in judgments, as has been poinied out by Piatt 
(a). He showed that when subjects are instructed to discriminate total 
fusion, they may actually go on to clisciiminate onr or moie of at least 
four quite dilleient asjrects: smoothness-ioughness, analy/ability, aclja- 
cenry-remoteness, and pleasantness-unpleasantness. Part of the problem 
is obviously semantic; in educating, we must use language that not only 
leads pcojile to hnd an aspect, but also makes sine that they will find 
the one that we are talking about. 

Suppose that a given disc rirninable aspect has been locaic'd by a dis- 
criminating peison. What is the next thing that cletei mines that per- 
son’s disci iminatory lesponses? The answei is simple: it is the particu- 
lar range of stimuli that is off ei eel lor disc limination. Here it will be 
necessary to introduce some notions taken horn psychophysics. 

Figure i (upjx*i part) shows a schema of a two category absolute scale 
of pitch. The upper line represents the scale, which consists of the two 
categories of judgment “low" and “high." "I'he lower line represents a 
correlated stimulus-variable, auditory frequency in cycles per second. 
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The particular set of stimuli to be judged ranges from 300-400 cps, and 
the difference between these of 100 cycles is the stimulus-range The 
stimulus-center, R^., is in this case 350 cycles. The dividing line between 
the two absolute categories “low*' and “high" is the category- thresholds. 
It is measured in terms of the stimulus (345 cycles), and is defined as 
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Figure 1. Schemas to illustrate a two-category absolute scale, and 
a three-category comparative scale. 


that stimulus-value at which the probability of a judgment “low" 
ecjuals the piobability ol a judgment “high." 

The lower pait ol Figure i presents in terms of the psychology of 
judgment a more familiar psychophvsical example, a 3-ratcgoiy com- 
parative scale of pitch. (Pitch is used as a typical discriminable aspect 
in this figure and in most of the succeeding ones. 7 he applications to 
social ps>chology will follow shortly.) For purposes ol the figure only, 
the comparison stimuli arc shown as ranging from 300 to {oo cycles. 
Inhere has been added a standard stimulus at 350 cycles. There are in 
this example 3 categories: “lower," ‘ rpral," and "higher," and con- 
sequently two categor y-thresholds rather than one. The stimulus-differ- 
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Figure 2. A schema to illustrate the dependence of the center of a 
two-category absolute scale on the center of the stimulus-set. Also, a 
graph of experimental data that show this dependence. 
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ence between the two thresholds represents the width W o£ the “cquar* 
category. The renter C of the 3-category comparative scale might be 
taken as the middle of the “equal” category. So much for terminology. 

The first fundamental relation that we should consider is the de- 
pendence of the center of an absolute scale upon the stimulus-center. 
I’lie schema in Figure 2 shows two dilferent, two-category absolute 
scales of pitch, one centered about 250 cycles and the other about 650 
cycles, 'riiis schema presents a perfectly obvious fact: that what the sub- 
ject in an ex|jcriment of this kind calls “low,” and what he calls “high,” 
depends upon the particular range of stimiilus-lrcqucncies that he is 
given. If he is given frequencies Irom fioo-yoo cycles, he will call fioo 
cycles “low.” 11 he has been given 300 to /joo cycles, he will call even 
400 cycles “high.” Tt is not so obvious, however, that the dependence 
of the scale-center upon the stimulus-center is as thoroughgoing as ex- 
periments show it to be. The graph in Figure 2 presents a handsome 
rectilinear relation between these two variables iu the discrimination 
of visual inclination. Experiments on visual extent, visual duration, 
and kinesthetic extent all show the very same relation. Human scales, 
of disci iiUxiiation arc very flexible indeed, and this is one of the ways 
in which they are most flexible. In one discriminable aspect only is the 
flexibility known to be limited: pleasantness and unpleasantness (3). 
This is not in any way a surprising exception. 

To avoid misunderstanding, a few things should be noted about the 
relation shown in Figure 2, The data came from experiments in which 
the subject was instructed to make his jiulgments relative to the par- 
ticular range ol stimuli that he was being given in the exjreriment at 
the time. Very similar data have been obtained, however, under a very 
diffcient set ol instructions. Note also the extreme terminological un- 
hai)j3iness with which we call a scale “absolute,” when the subject has 
been instructed to make it relative, 

'The next fundamental relation is the dependence of the width of a 
category (or of an entire scale ol categories) upon the stimulus-range. 
The schema of Figure 3 contrasts a relatively narrow .j-category abso- 
lute scale with a relatively wide one. The names ol the categories in 
order arc the numerals “one,” “two,” “three,” and “four.” The stimu- 
lus-range runs in one example from 440 to 5(30 cycles; in the other, from 
150 cycles to 850 cycles. The stimulus-center is the same: 5C30 cycles. The 
graph of Figure 3 shows that over a wide range the width of absolute 
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Figure 3. A schema to show the dependence of category-width 
upon stimulus-range. Below, a graph of experimental data that show 
the form of this dependence. 


categories (or of the eiuiie scale) varies in rectilinear fashion with the 
stimulus-range. This is still another way in which scales of judgment 
are very flexible indeed. The flexibility reaches a limit at some low 
stimulus-range, however; the categories are not indefinitely compres- 
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sible; their width cannot be decreased beyond a certain value. If the 
stimulus-range is still further decreased, there results a “broken scale”; 
the subject may use the top categories and the bottom ones, but he can- 
not also use the middle categories. The data plotted in Figure $ repre- 
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Figure 4. A curve relating the percent-error of identifying 7 visual 
stimulus-areas to the particular area to be identified. The errors pile 
up on the middle stimuli. 


sent the disci iminatioii of visual inclination, but there is no reason to 
think diat they could not be duplicated with any other stimulus-ma- 
terial. 

Ill order to leain more about how a scale of judgment woiks, we 
might look next at a curve that shows the percent-eiior of identifying 
each of a number of visual stimuli, plotted against these stimuli (Fig. 
4). In this experiment, the subjects looked across an auditorium at a 
large screen, and saw appear thcie one at a time a series of tiiangular 
forms.These forms were constant in shape and biightness, and varied 
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only in area. There were seven stimulus-areas and seven absolute cate- 
gories. In short, the subjects wrote down whether they thought that the 
particular triangle being shown was the smallest one of the set (“i”), 
the largest one (“7''), or some one in between. Figure 4 shows that the 
errors pile up on the middle stiiniili and middle categories. 



Stimulus - scale 

Figure 5. A schema to explain the curve of Figure 4. The absolute 
scale oscillates between its ends, making the judgment on the mid- 
dle stimuli most variable and most open to error. 

Figure 5 offers a sthema lo explain this result. The absolute scale 
undergoes marked changes in time; one of the changes is an oscillation 
between the region ol the top stimulus and the region of the bottom 
one. For simplicity, the schema shows a 4-category scale instead of a 7- 
category scale. The bottom stimulus will be called “1” without error, 
and the top stimulus will be called “4” without error. Some of the 
middle stimuli, however, will sometimes be called “2,'* and sometimes 
“3.*' There is thus an increased variability of judgment in the middle 
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of the scale. In an experiment that calls for the identification of par- 
ticular stimuli, like the one just described, there will consequently be 
a higher frequency of errors in identifying the middle stimuli. 

The experiment has something else to tell us, however: it is primarily 
the cnd-stimiiU that control the oscillations of the absolute scale. The 
center of the stimulus-range has no special functional significance what- 
ever. It is merely a convenient numerical value: the mean of the two 
end-stimuli. This is the way that it was used in Figure i. We should 
not make the mistake of thinking that the operation of an absolute 
scale recjuires some implicit or averaged value equivalent in its effect 
to a standaid stimulus. Indeed, the graph of Figure 4 shows that the 
judgments are most variable (and consec|uently most likely to be in 
error) on the middle stimuli, exactly where an implicit standard might 
be located. Aj)])aiently it is not there. 

If it is in fact the end-stimuli that control the principal properties 
of the absolute scale, it should be possible to intensify their effect. Fhis 
we can do by presenting an auxiliary stimulus equal to the bottom 
judged stimidus, and by telling the subject that this stimulus is to rep- 
resent tlie bottom category of his scale. I'his is a special case of stwiu- 
lus-ajirhorifig. The top category is anchored in a similar way, and we 
may call the whole procedure end-anchoriiig. I’he schema of Figure 6 
represents end-anchoring, and the graph in Figure (3 shows what haj)- 
pens to category-width when end-anchoring has been provided. The 
width of the various absolute categories is drastically reduced; that is 
to say, the disci imination becomes much finer. The actual experiment 
called for judgments in 8 absolute categories. AVilhout end-anchoring, 
it was possible to determine from the data only \ category-thresholds 
(and the width of 3 categories). AVith end-ancho» ing, it became pos- 
sible to determine 6 category-ihresholds and the widths of 5 categories, 
llie stimulus-material was a set of visual inclinations; the stimulus- 
range was relatively short, ifi'" to 37°. Although the data are fragmen- 
tary. there is no reason to suppose that they could not be paralleled 
under a wide variety of stimulus-conditions. 

AVhat happens when we use a single anchoring stimulus, and take it 
out of the range of judged stimuli? The experiments of Rogers (4) and 
of McGarvey (5) have told us. Rogers used discriminations of visual 
inclination and lifted weight; he hiat inserted an anchoring stimulus 
equal to the highest judged stimulus and then, in subsequent parts of 
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the experiment, displaced it upward by increasing amounts (see Fig. 7). 
The first effect that he observed was an approximately rectilinear exten- 
sion of the absolute scale in the direction of the anchoring stimulus. 
The extension was partial rather than complete: the scale apparently 
did not extend far enough to actually include the anchoring stimulus 
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Figure 6. A schema to illustrate end-anchoring. Below, a graph of 
experimental data, showing that end-anchoring reduces the width 
of absolute categories. 


in the center of its top category. The next thing that happened, when 
the anchoring stimulus had already been considerably displaced, was a 
failure in the anchoring effect. The scale tended to pull loose either 
from the anchoring siinudus, or from the judged stimulus located at 
the bottom end ol the scale. Apparently an anchoring stimulus docs not 
retain its desired effect if it is too far removed from the set of judged 
stimuli. The schema of Figure 7 shows the partial extension of a 4- 
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category absolute scale in the direction of a remote anchoring stimulus. 
The graph of Figure 7 is taken from Rogers’ data; it shows the approxi- 
mately rectilinear extension of the scale up to a point, and the abrupt 
decrease in the extension of the scale at that point. 

All of the examples used so far have been psychophysical in a narrow 
sense, that is, they have been drawn irom the discrimination of visual 




Figure 7. A schema to show that a remote anchoring stimulus ex- 
tends an absolute scale. Below, a graph of Rogers' experimental 
data, which describe the anchoring effect of a function of the dis- 
placement of the anchoring stimulus. 

or auditory stimuli. Perhaps it has been hard enough to make the point 
that there are some fundamental ways in which the discriminations of 
pitch, loudness, inclination, area, and brilliance arc all alike. In fact, 
they may be described by the same quantitative regularities. But it is 
still more important to say that these regularities also apply to the dis- 
crimination of nearly any aspect at all. In experimenting, we may use 
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physically calibrated stimuli and a classical psychophysical technique, 
as Rogers did. Or we may use verbal materials and carefully con- 
structed psychological scales for measuring them, as McGarvey did. Her 
subjects discriminated the undesirability of various crimes and offenses 
in one part of the experiment, and the social prestige of trades and 
professions in the other part. She constructed separate psychological 
scales for each of her subjects, and chose from these scales verbal items 
to use in the place of judged stimuli and anchoring stimuli. Her results 
were very much the same as Rogers’: displacement of the anchoring 
agent produced a regular displacement of the absolute scale and then 
an abrupt failure of anchoiing. We shall of course need much more 
evidence than this, but psychologists should be looking forward to a 
science of discrimination whose statements arc independent of the 
particular aspect that is being discriminated. This means that all of the 
aspects whose discrimination is relevant to social stimulation or social 
behavior — the acceptability of a slogan or a principle, the friendliness 
or hostility of a group, the importance or triviality of an issue, and 
.hundreds of others — all of these aspects can be dealt with in part by a 
general psychology of discrimination. 

I'hcre are one or two more facts about anchoring that have recently 
been discovered ((i). Figure 8 shows the mean error of estimating a set 
of visual stimulus-inclinations. This is a constant, rathcT than a vari- 
able, error. The stimulus-ligure was a stationary line of light on a 
large circular glass screen; to produce diflcrent stiinuUis-values, this line 
could be rotated around the center of the screen in much the same way 
as the hand of a clo'ck. The subjects estimated inclination in tc'rnis of 
degrees; with the vertical being defined as o°. The mean error of estima- 
tion at 30° from the vertical was about f)°. When, however, an 
auxiliary line of light was placed on the screen at 30°, and the subjects 
were told that it was intended to mark 30"", the mean ciror of estima- 
tion naturally decreased to zero. It is more important that the errors of 
estimation decreased over a cpiite wide range of inclinations: from 5° 
to 40°. Above 40°, however, the amount of this constant error was 
actually increased. An experiment by Reed and Salford (7) on the 
anchoring of estimates of number has given i)arallel results. A single 
anchoring stimulus can therefore be expected to increase accuracy over 
a considerable range, but it can also be expected to decrease accuracy 
outside this range, unless it is supplemented by other anchoring stimuli. 
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Single anchoring stimuli produce some other important effects. Vari- 
ability within ihe successive judgments of one subject is reduced over a 
relatively wide range of stimuli. The variability between subjects is also 
greatly reduced: one very effective way of bringing people to agree is 
to offer them the same anchoring stimuli. For another tact: Chapanis 
(8), working at Johns Hopkins, has recently shown that an anchoring 



Stimulus inclination 

Figure 8. A graph of data from an experiment on the estimation of 
visual inclinations. Inserting an anchoring stimulus at 30° decreases 
constant errors of estimating from 5° to 40°, but increases them out- 
side that range. 

stimulus increases the number of absolute categories that the subject is 
willing to use (the fineness of discrimination that he attempts), and 
consetjueiitly deci eases the tendency to judge in round numbers. The 
data from experiments at Mount Holyoke are in complete agreement 
on this point. An anchoring stimulus at 30° of inclination, for example, 
leads the subject to use i°-sieps in estimating, (28°, 29°, and so on) 
instead of 5°-steps. If the number of categories were to be held con- 
stant in an experiment of this kind, two further effects of an anchoring 
stimulus could probably be demonstrated: an increase in the speed of 
judgment, and an increase in the confidence with which the judgment 
is given. As a final fact, anchoring can be achieved by appropriate 
verbal instructions, without the use of anchoring stimuli (9). 
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The psychology of judgment does not stop here, either in the present 
state of its information or in its plans for research. But enough has 
been said to point the way to an improved psychology of judgmental 
perspective. 

Once the abstraction of the relevant discriminable aspect has been 
achieved, the problem of perspective is reduced to the determination 
of scales ol judgment by stimulation and by anchoring. Probably the 
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Figxtre 9. A schema to show that agreement between people can 
be produced by uniform stimulation. 

most common case is the one in which a relatively nanow lange of 
stimulation leads to a vc'iy limited peispertivc (oi, as'onc might say, no 
perspective at all). If two or more people arc given the same narrow 
range of stimulation, and are given no external anthcHing agents, their 
judgments can be expected to agree. Figure 9 presents a schema ol this 
case. This is one way in which homogeneity ot the culture, when real- 
ized in actual stimulation, leads to homogeneity of attitudes. An ex- 
periment using weight-discriminations (10) has shown that the absolute 
judgments of different people can rather cjuickly come to agree in the 
face of common stimulation. The stimuli can be social or non-social; 
the basis ot agreenrent, which lies in the principles of discrimination, is 
the same. 

Quite obviously, people can be led to give different judgments (and, 
in effect, to disagree) by presenting them with ranges of stimuli that 
are limited but are different (see the schema in Fig. 10). Person A would 
call 400 cycles “high” and person B would call it “low.” If this were 
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any example other than a psychophysical one, we would probably say 
that they both lack perspective. 

A situation of disagreement like this one can obviously be improved 
by extending the scale of person A in one direction, and the scale of 
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Disagreement between persons A and B produced by non-uniform stimulation. 

Figure 10. A schema to show that disagreement between people 
can be produced by non-uniform stimulation. Contrast with Fig. 9; 


person B in the oihor direriion (see Fig. 1 1). In order to do this, anchor- 
ing stimuli can be plac'ed at or above the top end of B\ scale and at or 
below the bottom end of A\ scale. For the sake of simplicity, assume 
that the same anchoring stimuli are ])iesciued to A and to B, Because 



Increased agreement produced by uniform anchoring. 

Figure 11. A schema to show that people can be brought closer to 
agreement by giving them the same cmchoring stimuli. 
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an anchoring eflFect of this kind is only a partial effect, the scales of A 
and B will not completely coincide, but they will at least approach each 
other. Common anchoring tends to produce agreement among the 
judgments of different people. 

More than two anchoring stimuli will undoubtedly be required to 
produce a well-anchored scale, however, especially if the scale is rela- 
tively long. There must still be anchoring at the two extremes, but 
there must also be a small number of intermediate anchoring agents. 
These should enable the scale to extend in the direction of the extreme 
anchoring agents, without pulling loose at either end. Probably there 
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An extended, well - anchored scale. 

Figube 12. A schema that presents a possible arrangement of an- 
choring stimuli. The arrangement is designed to produce an ex- 
tended, well-anchored scale. 

should be additional anchoring agents in the range in which stimula- 
tion is likely to be encountered by the particular person who is holding 
this scale. The optimum arrangemeni ol andioiing agents will conse- 
quently depend upon the person, upon the asj^ect ihatiie is disc riniinat- 
ing, and upon the range of stimulation that he is likely to encounter. 
It also will depend upon some facts about judgineni that we ha\c not 
yet discovered; for example, we need to know much more about the 
effect of using intermediate anchoring agents in addition to remote 
ones. But it is nevertheless possible to suggest some sample airangc- 
ments of anchoring agents, like the one shown in Figure 12, where the 
legend reads *‘an extended, well-aiuhored scale.” 

We can now make a list of ccitain desirable features that scales of 
perspective might possess. In the first place, these scales should be 
long^ as long as they can be, to include eveiy thing that we know about 
or can imagine. In the second place, they should be loelUauchnred, in 
the sense of the preceding paragraph. I'hirdly, they should, if possible, 
include an adequate rcj)rcsentation of the discriminating person him- 
self, and of features of his own culture. In ordinary language, this would 
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enable a man to see himself and his culture in relation to the known 
universe at large. Fourthly, the scales should be flexible in the follow- 
ing respect: at different times, different anchoring agents could be 
selected to determine the position and the width of the scale. I'hc man 
who has a long, well-anchored scale should be able to shorten it for a 
particular purpose of discrimination. In this way man A, who has a 
long scale, can make the same discrimination as man B, who has a short 
one; in this sense he can “understand'' the attitude of man B. Tem- 
porarily, he shares his discriminations. This is a very interesting case; 
it might be called displaced perspectwe, C^onllict between groups fre- 
quently calls for the exercise of displaced perspective. Note, however, 
that only those people with relatively long scales Itave the privilege of 
shortening them. l)is[)laced persptrtive is an achievement in which 
most people on earth do not share. 

What kinds of persj)ective would we like to produce, in educating 
college people or any people? I’he list is long and varied, and it suggests 
some of the combined courses in general education that are now being 
offered. One would like to institute a ///a? c- perspective to which the 
astionomcis, geologists, archeologists, historians, and physicists could 
contribute. Likewise a 5/;A/rc-perspc‘ctive: the cosmologists, geophysicists, 
geogra[)hers would do the talking here, and they would preferably be 
supj)leinentcd by the people who know intimately the home state and 
the home town. There is eifoJutioruny perspective, to be gained by 
listening to the paleologists, the zoologists, and the anthropologists. We 
would like to have perspective upon groups and peoples, from the 
sociologists and the physical and so( ial aiiihropologisis. Obviously there 
is a whole series ol cultural perspectives, dealing with lamily-structure, 
class-striK tine, mores and folkways, \alues and tastes, cconcnnic prac- 
tices, and features of the material culture. 

Finally, we should note a class of peispectives in which the psycholo- 
gists would be especially interested. The wide range of individual differ- 
ences in abilities, in temperament, and in altitudes can be opened up 
to each individual. In most of the scales that establish perspective, 
there is an opportunity to place the individual hiniselt and his condi- 
tions of life; his time and his place, his species and his skin-color, his 
class and his family, his intelligence-test score and his somatotype, his 
place in Kinsey's tables. The view that this gives him will not always 
be encouraging, but the action to which it leads can at least be realistic. 
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Placing the individual in various scales of perspective is useful for an- 
other reason also. It gives a good answer to the freshman or layman who 
is puzzled and repelled by organized learning, and who asks, “What 
does all this have to do with me?" This is a perfectly proper question, 
and it deserves a better answer than it usually gets. 

What would the institution of these perspectives do for us and our 
fellows? In the first place, our judgments would become more stable — 
less open to transitory pressures and the accidents of stimulation. In 
the second place, we and our fellows would agree more often, and could 
take action on the basis ot that agreement. Discussion is splendid but 
disagreement is not; nobody (maybe not even a lawyer) wants to spend 
the rest of his life arguing. The flexibility that allows displaced per- 
spective will in the long run favor agreement. Lastly, perspective has 
a protective function. It tends to protect a man against his own residual 
small-mindedness, and against domination by small-minded people. 

Almost all ot the educational procedures reterred to at the beginning 
of this chapter can contribute in some way to the giowth ot perspective. 
Naturally some will contribute more than others, and they all have 
other things to do beside instituting perspecthes. People who are offer- 
ing survey and combined courses might decide first which particular 
perspectives they want to institute; having done this, they can then 
make a more economical selection from among their materials. They 
can follow our knowledge that a very high density ol anthoiing agents 
is not required; each anchoring agent acts over a considerable range. 
The people who are practicing cultural immersion can be encouraged, 
especially when the culture studied is the student's own culture. After 
all, this probably is the culture that he will have to live in. In order to 
bring about a proper j)ei'spective, however, some vt ry dilleient cultures 
should also be studied, and a few that are not so different. Even the 
great books and the great men can be fitted with some difficulty into 
historical perspectives, and they will in turn contribute to these per- 
spectives. 

Many of us have thought that the psychology ot judgment and per- 
spective could be impoitant for social change, and for the construction 
of an orderly society. I’o reach these goals, human beings will not have 
to agree on every issue. I’hey will have to agree on a lew things, includ- 
ing this one: what kinds ot social behavior they will struggle for and 
retain, and what kinds they will tolerate. One of the basic problems of 
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our time is how to bring about this required minimum of agreement. 
It is partly a problem of building perspectives. The argument of this 
chapter holds that the solution to such problems lies in providing 
heterogeneity of stimulation, in pointing out which discriminable as- 
pects are relevant, and in providing anchoring stimuli and anchoring 
instructions. That is what the psychophysicist says that the educator is 
already doing in building perspectives, or what he might preferably do. 

We have noted that the restricting of stimulation to a narrow range 
can lead to agreement or attitudinal uniformity within a group of peo- 
ple. Within this group the underlying discriminable aspect may not 
even be seen; if it is seen, the agreement will rest only upon the fact of 
common stimulation. Repressive social forces (of any political com- 
plexion) act characteristically by restricting stimulation. The effort of 
rigid censorship to produce uniform opinion by restricted stimulation 
may fail, however, because of the many channels of communication that 
modern technology has already produced. Som^ basic perspectives may 
arise, and bring some basic agreements with tliem, whether or not the 
censors go on censoring, or the professors go on talking in opposition. 
This is a slim chance, and nobody should depend upon it. 

Enlightened education has other things to do beside producing per- 
spectives. It aims to tcadi scientific method. People have at last found 
out how to find out about things; there can hardly be any information 
that is more important than that. Education also provides the student 
with some well-tested desoiptive models, the result of the thorough- 
going application of scientific method. To the incredibly precise and 
dependable models of physics will somefime be aildcd a model of hu- 
man behavior. Finally, enlightened education will favor the ac(]uisition 
of useful skills. 

The psychology of judgment does not provide social psychology with 
what it needs most, that model for human behavior just mentioned. 
Indeed, the psychology of judgment can serve best right now in illu- 
minating particular, large problems like those of perspective and agree- 
ment among people. ^Ve want the psychology of judgment to become 
incorporated as soon as possible in a modern science of discrimination, 
which is in turn an integral part of a science of behavior. Because this 
science of behavior is already well under w^ay, and because there is 
much more agreement about it th m there is commonly supposed to be, 
we shall see it emerge before long. In seeking out this basic science of 
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behavior, however, the social psychologists should be not among the 
last people but among the first. They have, after all, the greatest need 
for the basic science, and the world is waiting. 
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Small Groups and Large 
Organizations 
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Cotncll rniveisii) 


Studies of groups, I feel, need to be placed in a perspective of larger 
organizational structures. Ours is a society of large and complex organi- 
zations. 1 he most diflicult human relations problems arc found within 
these organizations. We cannot afford to lose sight of the small group, 
but neither can we afford to study it in isolation. 

Early studies of autoci atic and democratic leadership in small groups 
seem to me to illustrate this problem. In terms of research strategy, it 
makes good sense to do intensive work on the simple and the small 
scale first. In fact, that was my own experience in the study of street- 
coiner gangs. However, wc simply cannot extrapolate conclusions from 
the small group studies when we are dealing with groups in large or- 
ganizations. 

Suppose, for example, we are dealing with a foreman and a group of 
workers. To wiiat extent can the lorcman develop worker participation 
in decision making? While I here are certain opportunities, it is clear 
that they arc much more limited than is the case in an autonomous 
group. 

I do not mean to say, as do some businessmen, that group dynamics 
has no relevance against the hard realities ol business life. I feel that 
important work has been done on small groups. I simply leel that wc 
need to learn how to tie our small gicmp and large org.iiii/ational stud- 
ies together in the same general framework of theory. 
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METHODS FOR STUDYING GROUPS 

My work has involved studying group structures. In simpler lan- 
guage, this involves the study of leader-follower relations. Now nearly 
everyone is interested in studying “leadership.*' The field seems to me 
in a deplorable state of confusion because quite different phenomena 
are often lumped together under this same heading. Let us see if we 
can sift out some of these differences. 

At least four distinctions can be made: 

1. Operational leadership. We observe that individual X commonly 
initiates action for individuals A, B, C, D, E, and F. X can therefore be 
called the h‘adcr ol this group of seven men. 

2. Popularity. The fact that individual Y was elected president of his 
club tells us something about his popularity with the members. How- 
ever, it does not tell us that he is an ojjerational leader. He may com- 
monly initiate action for the other members — but he also may not. All 
of us can recall cases of elected officers who were merely pleasant figure- 
heads, while other men initiated action within the organization. Now, 
popularity is worth some study, but we must begin by recognizing that 
it is definitely not the same phenomenon as operational leadership. 
The operational leader is likely to be popular, but many popular peo- 
ple are not operational leaders. 

3. The assumed representative. Members of group A choose Z, a 
“prominent** individual in group B, to work with tliem in gaining the 
support of group B. If the choice is to be effective, they will choose an 
operational leader in group B. However, il differences of status and 
culture’ separate the two groups, the chances aie overwhelming that 
group A will choose a man who is prominent in the “right** way — that 
is, a man who is close to them in status and culture. This means that he 
will already have alienated himself from grouj) B and will have no 
influence there. 

For example, the director of a settlement house in an Italian-Ameri- 
can slum district picks a group of Italian- American “leaders** as an ad- 
visory committee to gain him greater community participation. These 
“leaders** are all business and professional men. Some of them have not 
even been heard of by the people in the neighboihocid, and there is not 
a single one on the advisory committee who has a local following. 

Or take this one. The powers in the political organization wish to 
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win more Jews to their party. For this purpose, they nominate a promi- 
nent Jew for one of iheir offices. But this man left the Jewish religion 
some years ago, and he no longer participates in any Jewish activities. 
In the Jewish community he is regarded as a turncoat. He is almost 
getting himself accepted by the non-Jewish business and professional 
I)eoplc, but he can no more line up the Jewish vote than can Tim 
Flalierty or Frank Luongo. 

4. The prominent talent, Sergei Popoff is considered one of -the 
greatest violinists in the world. He is sometimes referred to as “a leader 
of the musical world.*’ But Sergei Po|)olF is also a lone wolf socially who 
docs not consistently originate action for any group of people. Clearly, 
if we refer to him as a “leader,** we are talking about a phenomenon 
quite different from operational leadership. 

'Fhe distinction between talent and operational leadership would 
seem so obvious that T hesitate even to mention it, but I recently read 
a monograph summarizing some of the latest leadership studies in social 
psychology, and I found there this confusion prominently represented. 
For exam|>le, the author reported a study of “leaders in six types of- 
school a inities.” In none of the cases was any evidence furnished that 
the individuals were operational leaders and not simply ])opulat peo- 
ple. One category, “staff members of school magazines,** seems clearly 
to represent talent with no necessary connection with operational lead- 
ership. 

Now, I don*t object to people studying the popular man, the assumed 
representative, or the artistically talented individual, but I do urge that 
the researcher not get these phenomena mixed up with operational 
leadership. 

It is only leadership of the first definition that I am interested in. For 
want of a better term, 1 call it “operational leadership** because the re- 
search t)pcrations to identify it can be clearly specified. 

Since I described these research methods in a pa})er some years ago 
(1), I shall simply summarize what to me seem to be the main points.^ 

The primary method involves the obso imlion of overt behavior. For 
studies of leadeiship or group structure, this involves particularly two 
scjrts of observations. 

1. Spatial obseivations of groupings. How often is \ observed to- 

VThe six paragraphs that follow arc iiset! ilso in my technical appendix for the 
forthcoming volume: Research for Action. 
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gether with B, C, D, and E? For this purpose, it is not necessary to re- 
cord the content of conversations. We only need to record that certain 
men were seen interacting together on the street corner, around a card 
table in a club room, and so on. Repeated observations of this sort soon 
yield a definite pattern in which men fit together most closely, which 
are less regular participants, and which are on the periphery of the 
group. But to determine leadership patterns, we need to make the ob- 
servations noted below. 

2. Changes in group activily. We observe heie the interaction, in- 
cluding conversation, through which there is an objective change in the 
pattern of group activity. These examples will serve as illustrations: 

A. Seven men are standing in the club room, in groups of two, two, 
and three. Individual X comes in and the three little groups imme- 
diately reform into one larger group, with the seven men remaining 
silent while X talks and each man seeking to get the attention of X be- 
fore he himself speaks. 

B. X says, ‘Let's take a walk." Wc then observe the group setting out 
for a walk. Or A says to X, “Let's go to the Orpheum." X says, “Naw, 
that picture is no good." No change in group activity. Then B says to 
X, "Let's go to the State." X says, "O.K." The group is then off to the 
State. 

C. Some of the fellows are sitting around a table in a cafeteria hav- 
ing their evening colfee-ands. A leaves the group to sit down (or a few 
minutes with people at a nearby table. X remains a4 the oiiginal table, 
and the conversation continues much as it did when .V was present. On 
another occasion, the same people aie present in the same spatial ar- 
rangement in the cafeteria, but this time it is X who gets up and goes 
over to another table. The conveisation at X's former table noticeably 
slows down and perhaps breaks up into twos and threes. The men talk 
about what X could be doing over at the other table. If X stays away 
beyond a given point in time, we may ol)serve his friends picking up 
their chairs and moving over to the other table with him. 

Observations along these lines establish that X characteristically ini- 
tiates action for this group, that he is the leadei ol the group. 

Observation is a very time-consuming method. It is indispensable, 
but it can be supplemented and enriched by interview data. What do 
we want out of an interview? We want an account of the individual’s 
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experience in interpersonal events. Xhe interview can serve to give us 
such a record to give us an account of events that we ourselves could 
have observed had we been present. In this way, interview and obser- 
vational data ran be fitted together. 

We follow, in general, the non-directive interviewing technique de- 
veloped in the Western Electi ic research program and in Carl Rogers' 
counseling work, but we modify the technique so that it serves the 
needs of research rather than those of therapy. We aim to get the in- 
formant to talk fully and freely about his experience and the problems 
that concern him. At the same time, we ask the informant to discuss 
with us the various areas of human relations in which he participates, 
whether or not he voluntarily steps into each area that interests us. 
(Naturally, to build and maintain rapport, we cannot push into areas 
of resistance. The aim is to provide a permissive atmosphere in which 
the informant will take an interest in exploring these aieas with us. We 
do not expect to get much such information on the first interview. That 
is used primarily to get the informant used to us and to pave the way 
for further interviews. VV^ith further contacts, we are able to get a more’ 
intensive picture.) 

For example, if we were studying a work group in a factory, we 
would interview the indi\idual wwkei upon his exj)eiience in the fol- 
lowing areas of relations: within the informal work group; with fore- 
men and other ranks of supervisory management; with time-study men, 
ins]^ectors, personnel men, and other men Irom staff or control agen- 
cies; with union steward and other union otlucrs. \Vc would seek to get 
some general background upon laniily and coniniunity life; how far we 
would go into this would depend upon the delinition of our research 
problem. 

All these data would be dc\ eloped with special attention to the time 
dimension. We want to know what c\ents happened in what order. If 
we are to predict and control intci -personal relations, a static picture is 
of no use to us. We need to study the sequence of events. 

The interviewing method 1 ha\e described in itself suggests our in- 
terest in research data. It is sometimes said that people’s perception of 
social situations, as expiessed to us in their wi>rds, provides us with sci- 
entific data, whether or not the report of events is factually correct. 
This is true. But sometimes the inference is diawn from this that it 
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makes no diflerence what “actually happened”; the important thing to 
study is people’s perceptions of these realities. I'hat view I categorically 
reject. 

Of course, we w^ant to know how people perceive situations and what 
sentiments they have toward these situations, but we also want to know 
what “actually happened” in those situations. Only if we have such 
reality data ran we disco\er why people perceive situations as they do. 

But how are we to discover such reality data? Here we must distin- 
guish sliarj)ly between desoiptioJis ol events and interpretations of 
events. I have had a good deal of experience in studying conflict situa- 
tions where the inter[)retations given me by paiticipants were sharply 
at vaiiancc with each other. Yet. even in such situations, I have had 
little difficulty on the level of desciiption of events: just who w^as pres- 
ent, who initiated action for whom, what was said (at least in a very 
general way). Such descriptive data from different sources generally fit 
together surpiisingly well, even when the inloimants disagree most ex- 
tremely in their interpretations of the events. 

It is important to establish the natuie and secpience of these events, 
for such data help to explain w'hy pc'ople make the intcrj)retations 
they do of the events. Science cannot develop simply by studying dif- 
fering individual jjeiceptions ol situations. 

T here is a further conclusion implicit in this statement on interview- 
ing method. Jt involves a viewjKunt legaiding the nature of the group. 
We m'-iy ask: what is a group? And, how do w'e kitOw w'ho is in the 
group and who is not in? 

As I see it, the gioup should be studied in terms of fiecjuency of in- 
teraction. That way there is nc^ problem in determining, for example, 
whether Jack and Tom are both members of the grcjup when Jack 
spends one hour a day with the others every day and Tom spends an 
average of one hour a week. If we try to deteimine who is in the group 
and who is not in it, wt get into all sorts of difficulties with borderline 
cases. If, on the other haTicI, we simply think in terms of a range of fre- 
quency of interaction, the problem does not arise. 

To put it in another way, there is a tendency in many studies to reify 
the group, to treat the grouj) as a tangible object — themgh of course no 
one would claim to be dealing with a “group mind” or any such phe- 
nomenon. The sounder apjjroach is to think in terms of a pattern of 
interaction that tends to recur among a number of individuals. That 
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"way all the interactions among a given number ol people who fre- 
quently see each other can be counted, and the individual who inter- 
acts relatively infrequently with others in the group is as readily han- 
dleable in our data as the individual who has large numbers of inter- 
actions. 

I have already einpliasi/cd the time dimension in research. Here I 
want to point out that studies of interaction are peculiarly suited to 
development in the time dimension. If we discuss the group as a group 
in general, descriptive tcrius, we have no convenient means for roping 
wdth changes in group structure. When we deal with frecjuencies of 
interaction, we have the tools necessary for studying dynamic proc- 
esses. 

Furthermore, the interaction framework allows us to lake a more 
flexible and realistic view of group processes. Most individuals in a 
coynplex society do not limit their participation to a single ^roup. Now, 
it may be scientifically wise in the early period of research to focus all 
our attention upon the internal relations of a particular group, but we 
must be wary of the general conclusions we draw bom such a study. 

Tius joroblem is particularly important when we arc studying a com- 
plex organization, even if we are focusing our attention upon the peo- 
ple in a given department of that organization. For example, let us 
assume that we are studying the workers in one depaitment ot a factory. 
We are interested in their group life — but what does tliat mean? Arc 
we studying the groups that congregate in the washrooms or in the cafe- 
teria during breaks in the work? z\rc we studying the relations that de- 
velop among workers in the actual performance of their work? And 
how about the various olficials with whom these ^vorkers have contacts 
connected w^ith their factor) life: loreman, superintendent, inspector, 
time-study man, engineer, steward, other union ollicials, and so on? Are 
these people considered to be in the group? If we think of THE 
GROUP, any answer to that question is simply arbitrary. 

Instead, we should think of a number of mutually dependent sets of 
relations. That means, for example, that a change in the relations be- 
tween foreman and workers can be expected to be accompanied by a 
change in the relations among the workers. Thercfcne, our problem is 
to study the secjucncc of changes in tliese various interrelated sets of 
relations, so as to discover how a change in one set is necessarily fol- 
lowed by changes in other sets. 
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Incidentally, this point of view involves a breakdown of the distinc- 
tion between formal and informal organization. If by “formal organi- 
zation" we simply mean the blueprint chart of organization that hangs 
on the wall in the executive offices, then that is a real and objective 
item of data. But. if wc mean the interactions that actually take place 
in conformity with the blueprint lines of oigani/ation, then those inter- 
actions are subject to obscr\ation and measurement with the same re- 
search methods wc apply to relations not specified on the organizational 
chart. It is quite misleading if we separate them into categoi ics of for- 
mal and iniormal. In fact, I ha\e had some experience in trying to 
make such a se])aration with data from field observation, and I can tes- 
tify that theie is a very broad area of behavior wheic it is impossible to 
make any objective differ entiation. 

I am not assuming that studies of leadership or group structure are 
complete when we have got a quantitative record of interactions, over a 
period of time. Many significant questions can be asked when that point 
is reached. Why do some individuals interact in this pattern much more 
irequently than others? Why does individual X interact frequently with 
A, B, C, D, E, and E and rarely with N, (), P, Q, and R? Why do the 
individuals respond to this particular leader? What factors account for 
changes in the interaction pattern? 

Those and many more significant cjuestions could be asked, but let 
us base them upon some systematic record of behavior directly observed 
and inferred from interviews, Ihe task of science is alien to relate to- 
gether the observed pattern of interaction, the actions people perform 
with physical objects,' the symbols people express to each other, and the 
sentiments we attribute to them on the basis of what they say and what 
they do. How' this should be done is a problem in theory, which is be- 
yond the scope of this paper. 

This approach seems to me in accord with current trends in social 
psychology. Newcomb has rightly cmphasi/c-d the cleavage between the 
psychological and sociological approaches to social psychology (see pp. 
31-49). The psychologically trained tend to delve into individual men- 
tal and emotional processes, ejuite removed from culture and social or- 
ganization. The sociologically trained tend to treat the individual as a 
neutral, empty vessel, into which the culture is poured. 

Individual mental and emotional processes and culture and social 
organization cannot be effectively related together in static terms. Eor 
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example, we may find that most individuals holding a given status in 
society tend to have certain attitudes and sentiments in common, to 
vote for the same political party, and so on. But correlation is not ex- 
planation. Such correlations only pose the problem for us; they do not 
tell us how such conformity arises. 

We must learn to cope with the relationship between the individual 
and his society. This can only be done through studies in the time di- 
mension in which we follow through a process of change. Sherif's sum- 
mer-camp experiment presents an impressive example along this line 
(see pp. 388-424). There we see changes in individual sentiments and 
behavior directly related to changes in interaction among the campers. 
Research along this line enables us to bring to bear most effectively all 
we know about psychology, sociology, and anthropology. 

THE DESIGN OF ORGANIZATION 

I wish now to bring this point of view to beat upon the problem of 
studying groups in relation to larger organizations in which we find 
them. 

If, instead of thinking of THE GROUP, we think of a network of 
interpersonal relations, we can examine the relationship between small 
group and large oiganization. And examine it we must, lor that, 1 feel, 
is one of the great problems of our industrial civilization. 

All of us who have worked in industi^ have learned that little can be 
done to cfle< t liuinan-relations improvements by working directly upon 
workers or even upon foremen. All too often, higher management 
makes the foremen the scapegoats lor whatever difficulties arise and 
feels that problems may be solved through toremdu training. Actually, 
we find that jieople up toward the top of the orgcUiization tend to set 
the pattern for the relations that develop down the line — and, of courSc, 
more by the way they act than by the written policies they promulgate. 

We can approach the problem through studying the personalities of 
the higher executives — an interesting topic but one outside my field of 
competence. We can also approach the problem through observing that 
the overall pattern of organization, which these men build up, has most 
definite effects upon group behavior right down to the worker level in 
the factory. This suggests that the relationship between organizational 
structure and group behavior should be given intensive study. 

The most significant work along this line has been done by Burleigh 



306 WILLIAM FOOTE WHYTE 

Gardner and David G. ^^oore (2), James C. Worthy (3), and by F. L. W. 
Richardson, Jr., and Charles Walker (4). 

Their findings all point in the same direction. They contrast long, 
narrow hierarchies, having many levels of authority, with broad or 
flat hierarchies, having few levels of authority for large numbers of 
people. 

Organizations differ strikingly in this respect. Take, for example, a 
certain automotive plant of 12,000 employees which had, several years 
ago, tefi positions between workers and oj^erating executive of the 
plant. (There were several more levels up to the top of the company.) 
Compare this with Scars, Roebuck and Co. which has only four levels 
of siipcrvisi<m between the President and the 110,000 employees in the 
retail division. 

Our evidence suggests that a manufacturing organization tends to 
require more levels of authority than a retail organization of the same 
size, although that would by no means account lor the contrast cited 
alx)ve. In any case, we are not here examining the dillerences between 
•manufacturing and selling. Instead, we arc examining the effect of the 
structure upon the peojile inside it. 

The long, narrow hierarchy seems to grow directly out of men's in- 
ability to win the co-operation of other men. I’he organization gets into 
difliculties. Top management introduces another link in the chain of 
command — puts in another man to watch, check, and control. And top 
management sends in bodies of stall specialists to demise systems of con- 
trol so that people will be coerced into following jnocedures dictated 
from the top. 'Fhese controls themselves further undermine co-opera- 
tion and therefore suggest the need for more people to exercise super- 
vision and devise more detailed controls. 

*It is hardly surprising, then, to find that these top-heavy organiza- 
tions are relatively low both in economic efliciency and in employee 
morale. But, before we explore the problem further, let us note the 
conflict between these findings and the orthodox “principles" of ad- 
ministration. One of these principles is known as the “span of control." 
This simply points out that the number of men who can be closely 
supervised by any given individual is strictly limited. Stated in that 
general way, the principle is simply a truism. But the conclusion drawn 
from this truism is that the ratio of su})ervised to supervisor should be 
kept at a minimum — and this does not logically follow at all. 
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The conclusion follows only if we assume that men must be closely 
supervised. An alternative approach would be to give each manager so 
many people to supervise that it is impossible for him to supervise them 
closely. In that situation, he will have to give them a good deal of free- 
dom to exercise their own initiative, and he will have to learn to trust 
their judgment. He will expc( t them to make mistakes but also to learn 
from those mistakes. He will have to become more interested in devel- 
oping his people — or in helping them to develop themselves — than he 
is in trying to get each job done just exactly as he would do it himself. 

On the other hand, in a structure so designed that a supervisor has 
only a small number ol jieople reporting to him, he lends naturally to 
give them close attention; where else can he give that attention? When 
subordinates are in doubt, they refer problems to the boss, and he gives 
them the answer. He prevents them from making mistakes, hut he also 
prevents them from discovering what their strengths and weaknesses 
are. 'I'hcy may get some satisfaction from pleasing the boss, but they 
don’t get the greater satisfactions of feeling that they themselves have 
reallv mnstered their job. "lliey work in a situation where men’s capaci-' 
ties can only be paitially developed. 

These findings, 1 led, are of the utmost importance both for our 
society and for social research. 

If we wish to ajjply oui’ research so as to strengthen and support the 
values of demociacy, let us not take too nairow a view of that task. 

Some social psychologists seem to see in group decision or group 
participation in decision-making the basic process of democracy. Now, 
the group-decision experiments seem to be most imj)rcssive, and I 
w^oulcl not cjuarrel wilh anything except the implications that are 
sometimes drawn from them: that the values of ciemocracy and indi- 
vidual liberty can onl) be strengthened as group participation in- 
creases. 

By all means, let us have increased participation of working groups 
in deciding what they will dex but let us recognize that individual lib- 
erty is not to be preserved only through getting into a huddle on all 
our problems. It can also be preserved through building organizations 
in which individuals are given the widest possible latitude to make 
their own decisions. 

I am not suggesting that group vlccision and individual initiative 
are incompatible. On the contrary, they may fit together very well, and 
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the wise manager will seek to strengthen both. He will explore to dis- 
cover the situations in which group decision can most effectively be 
used and those in which he should rely upon giving scope to individ- 
ual initiative. He will not take a doctrinaire point of view in favor of 
one or the other. 

Without minimizing the importance of group participation, I 
should like to explore with you the possibilities of supporting indi- 
vidual initiative in our large organizations. 

The issue is one of centralization versus decentralization of control 
of human activity. David E. Lilienthal puts the problem in this way: 

Overcentr.ilizcd administration is not something simply to be made more 
palatable, more efficient, and better managed. It is a hazard to democracy. It 
is a hazard to freedom. Centralization at die national capital or in a business 
undertaking always glorifies the importance of pieces of paper. This dims the 
sense of reality. As men and organizations acquire a preoccupation with pa- 
pers, they become less iindei standing, less perceptive of the reality of those 
matters with which they should be dealing; particular human problems, par- 
ticular human beings, actual things in a real America — highways, wheat, 
barges, drought, floods, backyards, blast Jurnaccs. The facts with which a 
highly centralized institution deals tend to be the men and women of that in- 
stitution itself, and their ideas and ambitions. To maintain perspective and 
human understanding in the atmosphere of centralization is a task that many 
able and conscientious people have found well-nigh impossible (5). 

Lilienthal’s comments, 1 feel, simply apply some basic principles of 
social psychology to administration. People naturally tend to respond 
to the people with whom they arc in most frequent interaction and to 
the symbols to which they are most commonly exposed. Centralized 
administration builds up a main office of people w'ho come to respond 
to the symbols of information from the field in terms of human rela- 
tions within the main office. Thus the controls imposed from the top 
are necessarily poorly adapted to the field situation. 

Such bureaucratic rigidities arc customarily associated with large- 
scale organization, but the two need not necessarily go together. I have 
mentioned Sears, Roebuck and Co. as an example of a large-scale or- 
ganization that has escaped the repressive effects of bureaucracy. There 
are other impressive examples at hand. 

Unilever Co. Ltd. is an organization having over 600 factories scat- 
tered throughout the world — big business on a colossal scale. Yet dur- 
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ing the war, the management of the Toronto plant was able to work 
out with its local of the International Chemical Workers Union a 
highly elaborate plan whereby working hours were reduced from 48 to 
40, while labor costs to the company and take-home pay to the work- 
ers remained the same. This is one of the most impressive examples of 
union-management co-operation on record. The problem was highly 
complex. It could only have been worked out by people on the spot, 
who were free to make their own decisions (6). 

Inland Steel Container Co. is a subsidiary of Inland Steel Co., a 
completely integrated company of some 25,000 employees. I have been 
studying the Chicago plant of the subsidiary, tracing out a most re- 
markable transition from conflict to co-operation. I'here is no simple 
explanation for the change that took place in this case, but any expla- 
nation would point to the importance of local autonomy. T he key 
union and management men concerned with this plant were free, 
within very broad limits, to make their adjustments to the problems 
of the plant, as they had personally experienced them. No directives 
from main office of union or management would have solved these, 
problems.- 

The examples I have cited so far arc in private industry, but I want 
to make it emphatically clear that this is not simply an issue of govern- 
ment versus private ownership. 1 could name for you in private indus- 
try examples of rigid bureaucracies to match anything we find in 
government. On the other hand, while many of our governmental 
organizations fit the bureaucratic stereotype very well, we must also 
note outstanding exceptions such as the lenncssee Valley Authority. 

A basic decision was taken at the very start of T'.V.A.: the main of- 
fices were located not in Washington but in Knox^ ille. The executives 
w’ould be exposed primarily to the Tennessee Valley and its people. 
Also, from the outset, the builders of T.V.A. administration under- 
took to decentralize in so far as it was possible. Their viewpoint was 
that the power of decision should be located with the people wdio were 
in close touch with the problems reejuiring decision. Our research has 
found in I’.V.A. a remarkably high level of morale and of co-operation 
between union and management, which we attribute in part to this 
grass-roots approach to problems.® 

2 A book on this case is now in picparation. 

3 Research conducted by Orvis Collins. Book now in preparation. 
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This seems to me a problem of the design of organizations. Can we 
design organizations that will stimulate a high degree of co-operation, 
that will be flexible in adapting to new situations, that will develop 
the initiative of participants, and that will provide rich personal satis- 
factions for their members? 

The field is too uncharted to provide us with a blueprint now, but 
we can at least seek to state the problem in a way that makes fruitful 
research possible. 

First, we must recognize that the over all structure of the organiza- 
tion has an important impact upon all group activity within it. Sec- 
ond, we note that, while size of organization is important, it is not 
necessarih the controlling factor. There is a broad range of possibili- 
ties within organizations of the same size. 

The examples 1 have given do not, of course, prove anything except 
that such a range of possibilities exist. We may speak glibly of decen- 
tralization of control, but we should recognize that it is a rather vague 
and general term. Let us define the term by pointing to the sorts of 
questions we would ask about an organization. 

How many levels of authority are there, in relation to the total 
number of personnel involved? A centralized organization necessarily 
involves a greater number of levels of authority in order to provide 
close supervision. 

How large are the operating units of the organization? A company 
with a number of small operating units tends to ajlow more Ireedom 
of action to those units than is found in a company having a fewer 
number of larger units. Given problems of time and travel, there is 
more likelihood that the small number of large units will be closely 
supervised. 

We need to examine the frequency of interaction between main- 
oifice executive and executive of the opeiating unit. Are they in fre- 
quent contact with each other? Or is the operating executive left alone 
except for general directives and occasional visits? 

How many levels of authc^rity must be involvx'd in a secjuence of in- 
teraction before a given action is completed? For example, can a prob- 
lem involving workers be decided by the foreman, or must it be chan- 
neled up to the sin)crintendent, manager, and so on up? Here we 
should observe not only problems confined to c^ne de])artmcnt but also 
problems that cross departmental lines. In some organizations, we see 
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that such problems are hardly ever resolved until they have been re- 
ferred up the line to an officer who has authority over both depart- 
ments. In other organizations, the people immediately involved are 
able to adjust their differences without carrying the problem on up 
the line. We have seen enough to be confident that these differences 
arc not due primarily to personality differences; rather we see different 
personalities adapting themselves to the over-all organizational pat- 
tern. 

I mention these points simply to suggest that the centralization- 
decentralization problem can be studied in terms of objective and 
cpiantitativc data. We still know very little indeed about the condi- 
tions that limit or promote the possibility ol decentralization of con- 
trol. \%G have obscr\ed some ot the morale benefits ol decentralization, 
but as yet we can only offer the most general advice to the executive 
who wishes to decentralize. We need to focus icseaidi on this problem. 
As we study cases of successful decentiali/ation, we may learn how it 
can be done on a moi e general scale. 

Such research would seem to take us into the area of research on . 
principles ot administration. Call it poaching if you will, but such an 
invasion is vitally needed. The alleged piinciplcs of administration 
are a cuiious mixture ot folklore and fact. 'Ihe one I haAC cited — the 
“span ol conitol“ — is t)pical; it is a principle which holds under cer- 
tain conditions^ but the conditions are not specified. 

CONCLUSION 

This paper has taken us far afield, horn small group studies to stud- 
ies ol large organizations. 

Studies ol small groups and of large organizalic'us should necessar- 
ily fit together. There is no point to stud)ing the over-all organiza- 
tional structure unless we can trace out its impact upon particular in- 
dividuals and groups. Nor is there any point in studying the small 
group as if it opeiated in a vacuum. 

How can we fit the two sorts of studies together? Probably we can 
expect a given research man to be primarily interested in one type of 
study or the other: in the small group or in the over-all organizational 
pattern. That may make for a reasoirable division of labor, but the re- 
searches must not proceed in hermciically scaled compartments. 

The social psychologist interested in small gioups must he fully 



312 


WILLIAM FOOTE WHYTE 


aware of the work going on in the larger structures. Otherwise he will 
attribute to factors within the group influences that really impinge 
upon the group from outside. Similarly, the specialist in organiza- 
tional studies needs to be aware of the dynamics of group behavior in 
order to bring his research to bear upon the most significant problems. 

If research proceeds simidtaneously in both areas, we will learn that 
certain characteristic forms of organizational structure are associated 
with certain specified types of behavior in small groups within that 
structure. Then, if we wish to modify behavioi within the group, we 
will lecognize that it will sometimes be necessary, in order to ellect sig- 
nificant modifications, to make changes in the over-all structure of the 
organization first. 
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Work and the Self 

EVERETT CHERRINGTON HUGHES 

Univeisil) ofC.hic.igo 


'rhcre arc societies in which custom or sanctioned rule determine 
what work a man ol a f*ivcn status may do. In our society, at least one 
strong strain of ideology has it that a man may c^o any work which he 
is ccmipctent to do; Cir even that he has a right to the schooling and 
experience necessary to gain competence in any kind of work which , 
he sets as the goal of his ambiticjii. Equality of opportunity is, among 
us, stated very much in terms of the right to enter upon any occupa- 
tion whatsoever. Although we do not practice this belief to the fidl, 
we are a people who cultivate ambition. A gi'cat deal of our ambition 
takes the form ol getting training for kinds of work which carry more 
prestige than that which our fathers did. Thus a man's work is one of 
the things by whicli he is judged, and certainly one of the more sig- 
nicant things by which he judges himself. 

Many people in our society work in named occiqrations. The names 
are tags, a ccmibination of price tag and calling card. One has only to 
hear casual conversation to sense how important these tags are. Hear a 
salesman, who has just been asked what he does, reply, “I am in sales 
w'ork,'* or “I am in jrromotional woik,'' not “1 sell skillets." School- 
teachers sometimes turn schoolteaching into educational work, and the 
disciplining of )oungstcrs and chaperoning of parlies into personnel 
work. Teaching Sunday School becomes religious education, and the 
Y.M.C.A. Secretary is “in group work." Social scientists emphasize the 
science end of their name. I'hese hedging statements in which people 
pick the most favorable of several pc -sible names lor their work imply 
an audience. iVnd one of the most important things about any man is 
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his audience, or his choice of the several available audiences to which 
he may address his claims to be someone of worth. 

These remarks should be sufficient to call it to your attention that 
a man's work is one of the more important parts of his social identity, 
of his self, indeed, of his fate, in the one life he has to live, for there is 
something almost as irrevocable about choice of occupation as there is 
about choice of a mate. And since the language about work is so loaded 
with value and prestige judgments, and with defensive choice of sym- 
bols, we should not be astonished that the concepts of social scientists 
who study \vork should carry a similar load, for the relation of social- 
science concepts to popular speech remains close in spite of our efforts 
to separate them. The difference is that while the value-weighting in 
popular speech is natural and proper, for concealment and ego-protec- 
tion are of the essence of social intercourse. But in scientific discourse 
the value-loaded concept may be a blinder. And part of the problem of 
method in the study of work behavior is that the people who have the 
most knowledge about a given occupation (let us say medicine), and 
from w^hom therefore the data for analysis must come, are the people 
in the occupation. They may combine in themselves a very sophisti- 
cated manipulative knowledge ot the appropriate social relations, with 
a very strongly motivated suppression, and even repression, of the 
deeper truths about these lelationships, and, in occupations of higher 
status, with great \ci.bal skill in keeping these relationships from com- 
ing up tor thought and discussion by other people, '^liis is done in part 
by the use of and insistence upon loaded value words where their work 
is discussed. 

May I, to illustrate the point that concepts may be blinders, tell you 
briefly of my own experience in the study of occupations. Maybe one 
reason we social scientists fall into their trap so easily is that many 
such occupations have higher status than our own. 

My first assay into the field was a study of the real-estate agents in 
Chicago. I'hesc highly competitive men were just at that point in their 
journey toward respectability at which they wished to emphasize their 
conversion from business-minded suspicion of one another to the pro- 
fessional attitude, with confidence in each otlier and with a demand for 
confidence from the public. I started the study with the idea of finding 
out an answer to this familiar question, “Arc these men professionals?" 
It was a false question, for the concept “profession" in our society is 
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not so much a descriptive term as one of value and prestige. It happens 
over and over that the people who practice an occupation attempt to 
revise the conceptions which their various publics have of the occupa- 
tion and of the people in it. In so doing, they also attempt to revise 
their own conception of themselves and of their work. The model 
which these occupations set before themselves is that of the “profes- 
sion"; thus the tenn profession is a symbol for a desired conception of 
one’s work and, hence, of one’s self. The movement to “professional- 
ize” an occupation is thus collective mobility of some among the peo- 
ple in an occupation. One aim of the movement is to rid the occupa- 
tion of people who are not mobile enough to go along with the 
changes. There are two possible kinds of occupational mobility. One 
is individual. The individual makes the several choices, and achieves 
the skills which allow him to move to a certain position in the occu]>a- 
tional, and thus — he hopes — in the social and economic hierarchy. His 
choice is limited by several conditions, among which is the social 
knowledge available to him at the time of crucial decision, a time 
which varies for the se\eral kinds of work. 

The other kind of occupational mobility is that of a group of people 
in an occuj)ation. i.e., of the occupation itsell. T his has been imjjoitant 
in our society with its great changes of technology, with its attendant 
proliferation of new occupations and of change in technique and social 
relation of old ones. Now^ it sometimes happens that by the time a per- 
son has th(* full social knowledge necessary to the smartest possible 
choice of occupations, he is already stuck with one and in one. How 
strongly this may alfect the drive lor piolessionalization of occupations, 
I don’t know. I suspect that it is a mr)ti\e. At an) late. it is common in 
our society for occupational groups to step their ot< upation up in the 
hierarchy by turning it into a profession. I will not here describe this 
process. Let me only iiulicatc that in my own studies I passed trom the 
false question “Is this occu|)ation a profession?” to the more funda- 
mental one. “What arc the circumstances in which the people in an 
occupation attempt to turn it into a profession, and themselves into 
professional people?” and “What are the steps by which they attempt 
to bring about identification with their valued model?” 

Even with this new orientation the term profession acted as a 
blinder. For as I began to give cour. s and seminars on occupations, I 
used a whole set of concepts and headings which were prejudicial to 
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full understanding of what work behavior and relations are. One of 
them was that of the “code of ethics,” which still tended to sort people 
into the good and the bad. It was not until 1 had occasion to undertake 
study of race relations in industry that I finally, T trust, got rid of this 
bias in the concepts which I used. Negro industrial workers, the chief 
objects of our study, performed the kinds of work which have least 
prestige and which make least pretension; yet, it turned out that even 
in the lowest occupations people do develop collective pretensions to 
give their work, and consequently themselves, value in the eyes of each 
other and of outsiders. 

It was from these people that we learned that the common dignifying 
rationalizat ion of people in all positions of a work hierarchy except 
the very top one is, “We in this position save the people in the next 
higher position above from their own mistakes.” The notion that one 
saves a person of more acknowledged skill, and certainly of more ac- 
knowledged prestige and power, than one’s self from his mistakes ap- 
pears to be peculiarly satisfying. Now there grow up in work organiza- 
tions rules of mutual protection among the persons in a given category 
and rank, and across ranks and (ategories. If one uses the term “code 
of ethics” he is likely not to sec the true nature of these rules. These 
rules have of necessity to do with mistakes, lor it is in the nature of 
work that people make mistakes. The question of how mistakes are 
handled is a much more penetrating one than any (jucstion which con- 
tains the concept “professional ethics” as ordinarily conceived. For in 
finding out how mistakes are handled, one must get at the fundamental 
psychological and social devices by which people are able to carry on 
through time, to live with others and with themselves, knowing that 
what is daily routine for them in their occupational roles may be fate- 
ful for others, knowing that one’s routine mistakes, even the mistakes 
by whicli one learns better, may touch other lives at crucial points. It is 
in part the problem of dealing routinely with what are the crises of 
others. The people in lower ranks are thus using a powerful psycho- 
logical weapon when they rationalize their worth and indispensability 
as lying in their protection of people in higher ranks from their mis- 
takes. I suppose it is almost a truism that the people who take the 
larger responsibilities must be people who can face making mistakes, 
while jninctiliousncss must remain in second j)lacc. But this is a matter 
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which has not been very seriously taken into account, as far as I know, 
in studies of the social drama of work. 

Of course, the rules which people make to govern their behavior at 
work cover other problems than that of mistakes. Essentially the rules 
classify people, for to define situations and the proper behavior in sit- 
uations one has to assign roles to the j^eoplc involved. Thus among the 
most important subject matter of rules is setting up of criteria for 
recognizing a true fellow- worker, for determining who it is safe and 
may be even necessary to initiate into the in-group of close equals, and 
who must be kept at some distance. This problem is apt to be ob- 
scured by the term “colleague-ship,** whidi, although its etymology is 
perfect for the matter in hand, canies a certain notion ol higher status, 
of respectability. (In pre-Hitler Germany the Social-Democratic work- 
ers called one another “Comrade.** The Christian trade-unions insisted 
on the term “(Colleague.**) 

Allow me to mention one other value-laden term which may act as 
a blinder in study of the social psychology of work, to wit, “restriction 
of production.** This term contains a value assumption of another* 
kind — namely, that there is someone who knows and has a right to de- 
termine the right amount ol work for other people to do. II one does 
less, he is restricting jrioduc tion. Mayo and others have done a good 
deal to analyze the phenomenon in c|uesiion, but it was Max Weber 
who — foriy gear's ago — jjointed to “putting on the brakes,** as an in- 
evitable result of the wrestling match between a man and his emjrloyer 
over the price he must jray with his body lor his wage. In short, he 
suggested that no man easily yields to another lull control over the 
elfort, and especially o\er the amount ol physical elTori he must daily 
exert. On the other barrel, there is no more chaiacteristically human 
phenomenon than determined arrd even heroic elfort to do a task which 
oire has somehow taken as his own. I do not mean to make the absurd 
implication that there could be a situation in which e\cry man wcnild 
be his own and only lasknrasicr. Rut T think we might understand the 
social interaction which determines the measure ol ellori if we are to 
keep ourselves free of teriirs which suggest that it is abironiral to do less 
than one is asked by soirre reasonable authority. 

You will ha\c doubtless got the inqnession that I anr making the 
usual plea for a value-free scieirce, :hai is, for* rreutrality. Such is not 
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my intention. Our aim is to penetrate more deeply into the personal 
and social drama of work, to understand the social and social-psycho- 
logical arrangements and devices by which men make their work toler- 
able, or even make it glorious to themselves and others. I believe that 
much of our terminology and hence, of our problem setting, has lim- 
ited our field of perception by a certain pretentiousness and a certain 
value-loading. Specifically we need to rid ourselves of any concepts 
which keep us from seeing that the essential problems of men at work 
are the same whether they do their work in the laboratories of some 
famous institutions or in the messiest vat room of a pickle factory. Until 
we can find a point of view and concepts which will enable us to make 
comparisons between the junk peddler and the professor without in- 
tent to debunk the one and patroni/e the other, we cannot do our best 
work in this field. 

Perhaps there is as much to be learned about the high-prestige occu- 
pations by applying to them the concepts which naturally come to 
mind for study of people in the most lowly kinds of work as there is to 
•be learned by applying to other occupations the conceptions devel- 
oped in connection with the highly valued professions. Furthermore, 
I have come to the conclusion that it is a fruitful thing to start study 
of any social phenomenon at the point of least prestige. For, since 
prestige is so much a matter of symbols, and even of pretensions — 
however well merited — there goes with prestige a tendency to preserve 
a front which hides the inside ol things; a front ot names, of indirec- 
tion, of secrecy (much of it necessary secrecy). On the other hand, in 
things of less prestige, ihe core may be more easy of access. 

In recent years a number of my students have studied some more or 
less lowly occupations: apartment-house janitors, junk men, boxers, 
jazz musicians, osteopaths, pharmacists, etc. They have done so mainly 
because of their own connections with the occupations in quesiion, 
and perhaps because of some problem of iheir own. At first, 1 thought 
of these studies as merely interesting and informative for what they 
would tell about people who do these humbler jobs, i.e., as American 
ethnology. I have now come to the belief that although the problems 
of people in these lines of work are as interesting and important as any 
other, their deeper value lies in the insights they yield about work be- 
havior in any and all occupations. It is not that it puts one into the 
position to debunk the others, but simply that processes which are hid- 
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den in other occupations come more readily to view in these lowly 
ones. We may be here dealing with a fundamental matter of method 
in social science, the matter of finding the best possible laboratory ani- 
mal for study of a given series of mechanisms. 

Let me illustrate. The apartmcnt-hoiisc janitor is a fellow who, in 
making his living, has to do a lot of other people's dirty work. This is 
patent. He could not hide it if he would. Now every occupation is not 
one but several activities; some of them are the “dirty work" of that 
trade. It may be dirty in one of several ways. It may be simply physi- 
cally disgusting. It may be a symbol of degradation, something that 
wounds one’s dignity. 

Finally, it may be dirty work in that it in some way goes counter to 
the more heroic of our moral conceptions. Dirty work ol some kind is 
found in all occupations. It is hard to imagine an occupation in which 
one does not appear, in certain repeated contingencies, to be practi- 
cally compelled to play a role ol which lie thinks he ought to be a little 
ashamed morally. Insofar as an occupation carries with it a self-con- 
ception, a notion of personal dignity, it is likely that at some point one 
will fee' ihat he is having to do something that is infra digniiaie, jani- 
tors turned out to be bitteily bank about their physically dirty work. 
When asked, “What is the toughest jiari ol your job," they answered 
almost to a man in the spirit of this quotation: “C^arbage. Often the 
Stull is sloppy and smell). You know some fellows can’t look at gar- 
bage if it’s sloppy. I’m getting used to it now, but it almost killed me 
when I started." Or as another jnit it, “Tlie toughest part? It's the 
messing up in front ol the garbage incinerator. That's the most miser- 
able thing there is on this job. I he tenants don’t co-operate — them 
bastards. You tell them today, and tomoiiow th(*re is the same mess 
over again by the incinerator." 

In the second ejuotation it becomes evident that the physical disgust 
of the janitor is not merely a thing between him and the garbage, but 
involves also the tenant. Now the tenant is the peison who iinf)inges 
most on the daily work activity of the janiior. It is the tenant who in- 
terferes most with his own dignified ordering of his life and work. If it 
were not for a tenant who had broken a window, he could have got his 
regular Saturday cleaning done on time; if it were not for a tenant 
who had clogged a trap, he would not have been ignominiously called 
away from the head of his family table just when he was expansively 
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offering his wife’s critical relatives a second lielping of porkchops, talk- 
ing the while about the importance of his job. It is the tenant who 
causes the janitor's status pain. The physically disgusting part of the 
janitor's work is directly involved in his relations with other actors in 
his work drama. 

By a contre coup, it is by the garbage that the janitor judges, and, 
as it were, gets power over the tenants who high-hat him. Janitors 
know about hidden lovc-aflairs by bits of torn-up letter paper; of im- 
pending financial disaster or of financial four-flushing by the presence 
of many unopened letters in the waste. Or they may stall off demands 
for immediate service by an unreasonable woman of whom they know 
from the gaibage that she, as the janitors put it, “has the rag on." The 
garbage gives the janitor the makings of a kind of magical power over 
that pretentious villain, the tenant. I say a kind of magical power, for 
there appears to be no thought of betraying any individual and thus 
turning this knowledge into overt power. He protects the tenant, but, 
at least among Chicago janitors, it is certainly not a loving protection. 
• Let your mind dwell on what one might hear from people in certain 
other occupations if they were to answer as Irankly and bitterly as did 
the janitors. I do not say nor do I think that it would be a good thing 
for persons in all occupations to speak so freely on physical disgust as 
did these men. To do so, except in the most tightly closed circles, 
would create impossible situations. But we are likely to overlook the 
matter altogether in studying occupations where concealment is prac- 
ticed, and this gives a c|uitc false notion of the problems which have to 
be faced in such occupations, and ol the possible psychological and 
social by-products of the solutions which are developed for the prob- 
lem of disgust. 

Now the delegation of dirty woik to someone else is common among 
humans. Many cleanliness taboos, and pcihaps even many moral scru- 
ples, depend for their practice upon success in delegating the tabooed 
activity to someone else. Delegation ol dirty work is also a part ol the 
process of occupational mobility. Yet there arc kinds of work, some of 
them of very high prestige, in which such delegation is possible only to 
a limited extent. T he dirty work may be an intimate part of the very 
activity which gives the occupation its cliarisma, as is the case with the 
handling of the human body by the physician. In this case, I suppose 
the dirty work is somehow integrated into the whole, and into the 
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prestiginous role of the person who does the work. What role it plays 
in the drama of work relations in such a case is something to find out. 
T he janitor, however, does not integrate his dirty work into any deeply 
satisfying definition ol his lole that might liquidate his antagonism to 
the i)eople whose dirt he handles. Incidentally, we have found reason 
to believe that one of the deeper sources of antagonisms in hospitals 
arises from the belief of the people in the humblest jobs that the physi- 
cians in charge call upon them to do their dirty work in the name of 
the role of “healing the sick,” although none of the prestige and little 
of the money reward of that role teaches the people at the bottom. 
"I'hus we might comeive of a classilication of occupations involving 
dirty work into those in which it is knit into some satisfying and pres- 
tige-giving deliniiion ol lole and those in which it is not. I suppose we 
might think of another classification into those in which the dirty work 
seems somehow wilfully put upon one and those in which it is quite 
unconnected with any ])erson involved in the work drama. 

There is a feeling among ]>rison guards and mentaMiospital attend- 
ants that society at large and their su|)eriois hypocritically put upon 
thei*i il ii) work which they, society, and the supeiiors in prison and 
hospital know is necessary but wiiich they pretend is not necessary. 
Here it takes the form, in the minds of people in these two lowly occu- 
pations, of leaving ificm to cope for tw'enty hours, day in and day out, 
with inmates whom the jKd)li< nevei has to see and whom the people 
at the head of the organization see only episodically. T here is a whole 
series of problems here which cannot be solved by some miracle of 
changing the social selection of those who enter the job (which is the 
usual unrealislic scjlulion for such cases). 

And this brings us to the brief consideration ol what one may call 
the scjcial drama of work. Most kinds of work bring people together in 
definable loles; thus the janitor and the tenant, the doctor and the pa- 
tient, the teacher and the pupil, the worker and his foreman, the 
prison guard and the prison, the musician and his listener. In many 
occupations there is some category of persons with whom the people at 
work regularly come into crucial contact. In some occupations the 
most crucial relations arc those with one’s fellow- workers. It is they 
who can do most to make life sweet or sour. Often, however, it is the 
people in some other position. And in many there is a category of per- 
sons who are, so to speak, the consumers of one’s work or services. It 
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is probable that the people in the occupation will have their chronic 
fight for status, for personal dignity with this group of consumers of 
their services. Part of the social psychological problem of the occupa- 
tion is the maintenance of a certain freedom and social distance from 
these people most crucially and intimately concerned with one's work. 

In a good deal of our talk about occupations we imply that the ten- 
sion between the producer and consumer of services is somehow a mat- 
ter of ill-will or misunderstandings which easily might be removed. It 
may be that it lies a good deal deeper than that. Often there is a cer- 
tain ambivalence on the side of the producer, which may be illustrated 
by the case of the professional jazz-musicians. The musician wants jobs 
and an income. He also wants his music to be appreciated, but to ha\e 
his living depend upon the appreciation does not entirely please him. 
For he likes to think himself and other musicians the best judges of his 
playing. To play what pleases the audience — the paying customers, 
who are not, in his opinion, good judges — is a source of annoyance. It 
is not merely that the listeners, having poor taste, demand that he play 
music which he does not think is the best he can do; even when they 
admire him for playing in his own sweet way, he doesn't like it, for 
then they are getting too close — they are impinging on his private 
world too much. The musicians accordingly use all sorts of little de- 
vices to keep a line drawn between themselves and the audience; such 
as turning the musicians’ chairs, in a dance hall without platform, in 
such a way as to make something of a barrier. It is characteristic of 
many occupations that the people in them, although convinced that 
they themselves are 'the best judges, not merely of their own compe- 
tence but also of what is best for the people for whom they perform 
services, arc required in some measures to yield judgment of what is 
wanted to these amateurs who receive the services. This is a problem 
not only among musicians, but in teaching, medicine, dentistry, the 
arts, and many other frelds. It is a chronic source of ego-wound and 
possibly of antagonism. 

Related to this is the problem of routine and emergency. In many 
occupations, the workers or practitioners (to use both a lower and a 
higher status term) deal routinely with what are emergencies to the 
people who receive the services. This is a source of chronic tension be- 
tween the two. For the person with the crisis feels that the other is try- 
ing to belittle his trouble; he docs not take it seriously enough. His 
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very competence comes from having dealt with a thousand cases of 
what I like to consider my unique trouble. The worker thinks he 
knows from long experience that people exaggerate their troubles. He 
therefore builds up devices to protect himself to stall people off. This 
is the function of the janitor's wife when a tenant phones an appeal or 
a demand for immediate attention to a leaky tap; it is also the func- 
tion of the doctor's wife and even somciiincs of the professor's wife. 
The physician plays one emergency off against the other; the reason he 
can't run right up to see Johnny who may have the measles is that he 
is, unfortunately, right at that moment treating a case of the black 
plague. Involved in this is something of the struggle mentioned above 
in various connections, the struggle to maintain some control over 
one's decisions of what work to do, and over the disposition of one's 
time and of one's routine of life. It would be interesting to know what 
the parish priest thinks to himself when he is called for the tenth time 
to give extreme unction to the sainted Mrs. O'Flaherty who hasn't 
committed a sin in years except that of, in her anxiety over dying in a 
state of sin, being a nuisance to the priest. On Mrs. O'Flaheity's side* 
there is du' danger that she might die unshriven, and she has some oc- 
casion to fear that the people who shrive may not take her physical 
danger seriously and hence may not come quickly enough when at last 
her hour has come. There may indeed be in the minds of the receivers 
of emergency services a resentment that something so crucial to them 
can be a matter lor a cooler and more objective attitude, even though 
they know perfectly well that such an attitude is nctessary to compe- 
tence, and thougli they could not stand it if the expert to whom they 
take their troubles were to show any signs of excitement. 1 have not 
worked out in any lull or systematic way all of ihe problems of this 
routine vs. emergency drama. Nor, for that matter, have 1 worked out 
systematically any of the problems mentioned in this discussion. My 
aim has been to call attention to certain jnoblems which lie, it seems 
to me, on the margin between sociology and psychology, problems on 
which people of these two disciplines should be working jointly. 
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One of the central problems oi social ps)thoIogy — as ol the other so- 
cial and psychological sciences — has l)een the understanding of group 
•behavior and the determination ol individual behavior in group situa- 
tions. Much work has been devoted to ilie discovery of the properties 
of the social group, usually defined lor experimental control as the 
small group. The evidence from the study of industrial behavior and 
industrial relations seems to indicate that building theory upon ic- 
search concentration on the small group may be mistaken, however 
experimentally justifiable as an object of research the small group 
may be. The individual behavior that psychology seeks to explain 
seems to be less a property of groups or the group in particular than 
one of processes of social interaction in general, inclusive of both large 
and small groups. 

The mounting evidence from studies of industrial behavior is to be 
understood, in large part, not so muih then as a set of properties of 
groups in any system of small-group dynamics per se, but rather as a 
class of social by-products, resultant from changes within the mutually 
dependent basic interpersonal relationships making up organization. 

The evidence is so far empirical, but the conclusion lends itself to 
further experimental check. Much of the individual behavior social 
psychology seeks to explain is a by-ijroduct of changes within the 
larger organizations — themselves networks of interpersonal role adap- 
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tation — of which the small groups so far studied are but minute parts. 
Small-group dynamics is a dependent, not an independent variable. 

Over the past twenty years or more there has been a great deal of 
study of industrial behavior. A great deal of it has been intentionally 
focused upon small groups — workrooms, dej^artinents, single compa- 
nies, and their local unions. 'I’lic study of such small groups in their 
real-life daily activity has meant a new realism, ol)jectivity, and fidelity 
to lact in I he social and psychological sciences. 

Most of these studies have sought to explain j)articular “problem” 
behaviors. Some of these have been: changes in output (productivity), 
complaints against working conditions, against fatigue and monotony, 
grievances in general, labor turnover, absenteeism, losses or gains in 
“morale,” restriction ot output, evasion of industrial disciplines, walk- 
outs, “wild-cais” and siiikes. J hese are manifestations of human be- 
havior under real workshop (onditions of modern industry or business. 
I’here have also been studies, tliough fewer, of unions, too, paralleling 
these. 

There have been many particular discoveries within this body ot 
field atuaj, but more noteworthy, I think, is the general conclusion to 
which they all seem to lead. Most of these explicamla have turned out 
to be in one way or the othei emergent products of shilts in organiza- 
tion, acknowledged or unacknowledged. J'hese shifts have been, most 
olten, (juantiiative changes in the classes of interpersonal interaction 
(social activity) constituting the basic relationships of the industrial 
institution of our age. Ihe explicaJida arc thus clearly enough by- 
products of change in the “total situation” in which the daily life and 
work of in-[)lant or other small-scale work groups is passed. But the 
evidence from industrial studies also points out how such “total situa- 
tions” are definable as parts of organization in mutual independence 
and ojiens up for us the possibility of following the dynamics of large- 
scale human organization. I'he evidence leads not to a small-group 
dynamics, but lathcr to an ever more rigorous and inclusive “institu- 
tional analysis” (or “organizational dynamics,” if one prefers). 

The study of small-scale work-groups has undotiDtcdly yielded fruit- 
ful particular results lor social and psychological thcoi7 as well as in- 
formation of practical use in management and industrial relations. But 
it seems more important, in the present article, to deal with what it 
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has shown us about the general process by which social by-products, in 
the shape of the “problem” behaviors to be explained, occurs. 

To restate the matter at the risk of repetition, it is pretty clear, em- 
pirically, what the process is. It is a series or sequence of shifts within 
the adaptations of one another of the people united to one another 
within the structure of a single institution, “the lactory system,” or 
“mass production,” or “business organization.” The institution is itself 
a cultural and social system, a system of status and roles of reciprocal 
force, of differentially shared social norms, converging or overlapping, 
though certainly not ‘‘coiniiion” goals, and derived personal motives 
of compelling and coercive force. Shifts within the interaction of these 
roles and their differential evocation of these norms arc the dynamic 
element of the whole complex, and we shall try to follow them in 
detail. 

Why shifts of social interaction within the institution have their 
effects upon individuals, bringing about the changes in attitude and 
forcing the evolution of the derived motives which lead to the emei- 
gence of the new by-products oi individual and collective behavior so 
carefully charted in this field, is a psychological (|uestion. Investigators 
are going to have to appeal to psychologists and clinicians lor an an- 
swer. Nevertheless, even without an answer, sociologists can continue 
to use the field ol industrial behavior to explore the regularities of 
correlation between variables of the environmental field ol the imli- 
vidual worker and the variables ol group attitude ijnd group-member 
performance. How these regularities are mediated in individual psy- 
chological and physiological processes within each person is a matter 
outside their competence. 

Jurisdiction apart, however, the observed regularities raise many 
suggestive problems ol social-psychological kind. What tensions do 
these shifts in interaction within institutional relationships create? 
What are the thresholds over wdiich the tension will spill into the ob- 
served new activity? What are the mechanisms c^f discharge and dis- 
placement ol such tensions, the directions of discharge, the choice of 
targets, the cumulations of feeling, the individual differences of re- 
activity, etc.? 

To claim as an empirical discovery the existence of a general proc- 
ess of the production of group behavioral by-products within organi- 
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zation, from the evidence of industrial studies of the “human factor/' 
is perhaps rash, but it is by no means premature. The body of obser- 
vational data on industrial groups is by now quite large. It comes from 
observers of many different schools, working with many different con- 
ceptual schemes and canons of description. The diversity itself lends 
weight to an assertion that the generalization of a common process 
from the studies reflects a regularity of the facts rather than a common 
bias among the observers. 

Perhaps the chief objection that will be raised to the generalization 
of a common process from the diverse studies' facts wnll be disbelief in 
the order of determination among the variables it specifies. In social 
psychology, and in the other social sciences, it is often insisted today 
that attitudes, norms, and sentiments determine behavior, in that or- 
der of causal determination, or else, failing such bold statements, be- 
havior is the product of a “total situation,” is of niultifactorial origin. 
And so it olten is. But here it is claimed that the attitudinal concomi- 
tants of behavior in small-scale situations in industry, within the limits 
of real events, show us quite another order of dependency. The atti- 
tude”: v>!u'ch lead to the behavior-tobe-exjdained arc dependent vari- 
ables. They are responsive to changes in intciactive adjustment within 
the basic relationships of organization. I’o say it differently, the empir- 
ical generalization to be drawn from studies of industrial work is that 
individual behavior changes in kind anil degree after individual and 
collective attitudes undergo change, and that these in turn change 
after prior shifts in basic social relationships. 

It might indeed be said in many other wavs; the field is an arena for 
many contending vocabularies. Put most colloipiially and narrowly, 
the generalization holds that people woik well oi ill ai cording to the 
“nature” of the “human relations” in which they pass their working 
time. These human relations are nothing niysten'ous. They are in fact 
the particular, going patterns ol intei|)efsonal interaction uniting peo- 
ple at work to their fellows ol each role, rank, duty, office, and 
kind, with whom they arc in encliiiing contact. As such, therefore, 
these “human relations” can be classified, compaied, assessed lor their 
internal connections among their classes, counted present or absent in 
whatever degree in each situation, and their “nature,” better: their 
“force,” made clear for any time, place, and human gioup. 

To summarize the work of the last twenty years upon small-group 
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behavior in industry lakes us through the recorded observational data 
to be found in the first-hand reports of all the various schools of in- 
dustrial sociology and social psychology. It is not enough to use their 
authors' conclusions. Apart from findings claimed by the authors, 
apart again from differences in conceptual bias and vocabulary of de- 
scription, we can compare the reports (and sometimes the field notes 
behind them) to ask for each case exactly what happened in the course 
of observation and experiment. We can reascertain just what the au- 
thors saw and did, and just how and when each of the human subjects 
spoke and acted, and just what events took place in each case in ex- 
actly what order of occurrence. 

Granted that temporal sequence is not causality, certainly ordering 
the data of observation in the real order of their occurrence is the first 
step in searching causality out. And comparing data for common or- 
ders of occurrence is the first operation of scientific discovery of regu- 
larity of relationship among them. In all these first-hand reports the 
important question becomes: did similar events involving similar ac- 
tivity of similar people happen with similar results in similar sequence 
in similar periods of time? 

It is the contention of this paper that the various studies of indus- 
trial small gioup behaAior whose first-hand data have been reported 
over the last twenty years or more do so agree. Despite diflercnres in 
era, in place, in personnel, in kind of work performed, in authors' 
concepts and observers' biases, in formality or inforujality of organiza- 
tion, etc., etc., the descriptions do agree in showing such similarities. 
'I hc groups observed by the Mayo school, by the Bakke group and 
others such as Charles ^Valkcr at Yale, by the workers in group dynam- 
ics descended from Kurt Lew in, by the followers of Lloyd Warner and 
the Chicago Committee on Human Relations, by sociometrists of the 
Moreno school, by persons such as Whyte, Richardson, Chappie, and 
myself associated in the Society for Applied Anthroj)ology, by the oc- 
cupational sociologists, by labor economists and business scholars out- 
side sociology and social psychology together, show common features. 

For the persons in and out of social and jjsychological science who 
have not specialized in industrial bchavifir, the fact tliat so many dif- 
ferent schools of inquiry already exist in an area that used to be di- 
vided simply enough between industrial psychology and labor eco- 
nomics will be unexpected and confusing. The fact is that there has 
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been a general movement of the social sciences into this once little- 
cultivated area, formerly given over mostly to psychological testing, to 
application of theories of motivation to the design of industrial incen- 
tives, or in economics to the testing of wage theory against the realities 
of the labor market and employment contract bargains. Social psy- 
chologists have become familiar with the work of Mayo, of Roethlis- 
berger and Dixon in Management and the Worker: they know some- 
thing of the group dynamics and survey approaches to laljor and in- 
dustrial relations, especially since the participation by Michigan social 
psychologists in the 1949 conlerence at Denver of the newly formed 
national Industrial Relations Research Association; they may know 
something of the “theory of adaptive human behavior” used in indus- 
trial research by E. Wight Bakke at Yale, lounded as it is upon the 
Dollard-Miller theories of learning. They are less likely to be well- 
informed, 1 believe, about the other ellorts at describing group behav- 
ior in industrial situations. 

Befoie embarking, then, upon the voyage of discovery leading to 
the generali/alion of a common process among the first-hand reports 
of the many schools, it ma) be well to say something about the present 
stale of the field. There seems to be the greatest misapprehension 
about it upon the outside. The field, indeed, has as yet no agreed-upon 
common name. 

Economists, business theorists, and engineers, lor example, all of 
whom deal traditionally with organization and with human behavior 
in it, speak of a generic “human relations approach.” I hey lump all 
the workers in the field into a single school c^f human relations re- 
search. For reasons of their own, they mistake “human relations” — as 
they name the study of groups and organizations as systems of so- 
cial (interactive, interpersonal) relationships — for “communications.” 
They think of the field as the study of the internal communications of 
business companies, factories, and other hierarchic institutions. As an 
experimental simplification of the problem the confusion has some 
justification. There exists already a good deal of theory in engineering 
yielding models for the design and manipulation of communications 
networks. Much of this is a fruitful source of analogy for the study of 
social systems, bui the fact remains that the field is not a study of com- 
munications, unless the word is stretched to cover every kind of inter- 
personal stimulation, as is sometimes done in zoology. 
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It is equally inadequate to think of the field as a further evolution 
of industrial psychology. Morris S. Viteles has done so recently, if per- 
haps only by implication, when he said: ‘‘It is commonly recognized 
that the most significant development in industrial psychology during 
the past ten or fifteen years is the growing concern with tlie feelings 
and attitudes of workers, supervisors, and managers, and with the in- 
terplay of people in the social organization of an industrial enter- 
prise.” The statement is accurate enough. But it neglects to specify 
that this enrichment of industrial psychology has come from outside, 
and, in fact, precisely from this very field of social-science convergence 
we find so hard to name. It came out of the social sciences, sociology 
and anthropology, and out of institutional economics, and the concern 
with attitudes and the interplay of persons Viteles mentions was no 
contribution of psychologists. 

But it would be unfair to call the field, as many universities now do, 
simply “the sociology of industry.” In addition to the new concerns 
above and beyond problems of Individual work motivation, the new 
activities in the workplac es of business which the field seeks to explain, 
e.g., iluctuations of productivity, restrictions of output, complaints 
against machine installations, protests against discipline, collective 
bargaining, grievance procedure, walk-outs, local strikes, etc., are all of 
them of natural interest to the psychologist, as individuals disj)lay the 
activity involved. I’hey are of equal interest to the labor economists 
who must understand the behavior of labor just as much as that of 
capital or the market. The fact that such activities arc shared activi- 
ties, products of group life, does not give the sociologist exclusive ju- 
risdiction. The field is multidisciplinary. It is in reality one chief prov- 
ing ground for social science. 

The best coinnu)n description of the field, then, is the historical one: 
scientific study of the sources of unrest in labor and management rela- 
tions, that is, the study of the problems of industrial relations. All the 
schools we shall name arc alike in that they have brought concepts, 
derived from whatever source, to bear upon the study of working 
groups in modern industry in order to discover something significant 
about the old “sources” or “causes” of labor “unrest.” I'hey have all 
wanted to learn something practical about the conflicts, the troubles, 
the pains, the protests of persons manning the factory system. In this 
they are direct descendants, either philosophically or pragmatically, of 
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the early humanist and artistic protesters against “the machine.” Most 
of them today have come to accept the factory and the machine and 
want to advise its masters how better or more humanely to run it. 
Many of them have thus opened themselves to the charge that they are 
“managerial sociologists,” acquiescing in the manipulation of men by 
the powers which control the factory system. I'hc charge need not de- 
lay us; science does not make the world and it can be used for any 
purpose by any power. Ethical choice is still free in the western world; 
one is free to elect to make a present “system” “better.” It is more use- 
ful to remember that the many schools arc alike in their going to the 
realities of present western-capitalist, technically planned industrial 
production or distribution for their setting in which to ask questions, 
make observations, and think about cause and effect in human be- 
havior. 

What unites the schools, then, is their interest in a set of explicanda. 
Even when, as lately, they study the “causes oi industrial peace” or the 
attainment of “constiuctive and co-operative industrial relations,” it is 
because these things are the antithesis of the “industrial unrest” with, 
which they began. 

Another trait which unites the schools is that they all, with or with- 
out announcement, want to “look at the situation whole.” 'Ehey agree 
that the explicanda are to be understood against the “whole situa- 
tion,” the full complexity of the real conditions of grouj) life in real 
workrooms in real plants. It makes no difference whether they con- 
ceive the whole as a (icstalt, a total situation, a social setting, a cul- 
tural milieu, a universe of persons and attitudes; they all must abstract 
data relevant to an explanation and justify the abstraction. 

It will be useful here, if certainly grossly unfair, to characterize the 
various schools and the various ways they have of looking at the 
“whole situations” in which real j)ersons do real work in real business. 

One can distinguish first a school of psychologistic studies. They are 
alike in that in them the attack on the problems of unrest and tlissatis- 
faction in industry is conceived as a search lor “human relations” ca- 
pable of providing fuller satisfaction of human wants. “Good human 
relations” provide such satisfaction; bad ones deny it, unrest being the 
sign of such denial. 

The nature of the wants better to be satisfied depends upon the psy- 
chology one subscribes to. In the managcrially sponsored studies of hu- 
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man relations and in the many current non-acadcmic pleas for “better” 
human relations, emphasis is usually placed on better manners, better 
treatment of employees, fuller courtesy, recognition of personal dig- 
nity, more warmth, etc., in personal contac ts. The concealed theory 
seems to be that industrial unrest comes from denial of basic needs of 
the human “ego,” i.e., from industry's too great impersonality. 

I’he more academic studies coming from psychology arc by no means 
so siinplicistic. Thus the school of E. Wight Bakke at Yale seems to 
conceive the problem of industrial unrest to be one of seeking out all 
or any as-yet-unidentified basic needs, wants, or wishes of human be- 
ings presumably now being denied. They think of good or bad human 
relations as denial or satisfaction of such basic wants. If one can find, 
they reason, the worker's real wants, and then better satisfy these, one 
will have cleared up the sources of unrest. They define their task, 
therefore, as one of probing the worker for his real wishes, by inter- 
view, uncovering in his actual experience the real sources of his satis- 
faction and dissatisfaction. The definition is one they share with the 
followers of the “survey approach” and the sociologists of social-psy- 
cholc^gical orientation who study “levels of aspiration,” 

The Bakke school, at least, is carried into the study of small groups 
by the force of its own discoveries. They find, to suminari/e a long 
couise of attitude study, that the sources of expressed satisfaction and 
dissatisfaction lie veiy close to home, oltcnest in the workplace itself. 
Somewhat to the surprise of businessmen, the worker today in Amer- 
ica seems more concerned with security and recognition in his jiarticu- 
lar present job and company, with freedom Irom tyrannical super- 
vision ancf with rewarding peisonal relationships with his fellow 
workers and supervisors than he is with other, larger, out-of-plant, 
off-thc-job issues, including the size of his pay check. 

These schools out of psychology — alike in their devotion to attitude 
study and interviewing schedules — are usefid to us here in that they 
give us our first step toward our generalization. They show us we must 
look to the small groups of the workplace for the source of attitudes 
lying behind the problems of industrial unrest. They remind us that 
the small groups of the workplace include, not only fellow workers, 
but supervisors and other superiors as well. 

Three other schc^ols, or bodies of students of the field, combine psy- 
chologistic concepts with a ready-made choice of the basic human want 
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they feel is most denied. One has theoretical inspiration; two of them 
have pragmatic origins. I he basic human want they think of first im- 
portance is the desire for participation. 

In this, they echo a nearly ceniury-and-a-half-old accusation, com- 
mon alike to humanists, attists, democrats, socialists, and communists, 
and agreed upon by impartial observers whatever their political com- 
plexion; “The Machine’* has most drastically deprived the individual 
worker, be he assembly-line interchangeable “hand,” lower supervisor, 
or engineer, of any individual part or weight in the decisions setting 
uj) the hourly, daily, long-term conditions and controls of his working 
life. If for “The Machine” (or any other symbolization of the modem 
productive system) we substitute the disciplines attendant upc^n an 
ever more minute and technical division of labor temjiorally co-ordi- 
nated for simultaneous manuiactmc of interchangeable i)arts destined 
for a planned final assembly of finished products — the essence of ma- 
chine technology — we can see the justice of the accusation, and w'e can 
move on to the problem of taming the new reality for Man. 

The theory that good and bad human relations are developed or, 
denied ticipation has a long history. Ihe theory, holding that one 
chief source of the unrest of labor lies in the frustration of the desire 
to take part in the making of the decision ruling one’s lile, tests upon 
many philosophic bases in the democratic, republican, j)opulist, and 
socialist traditions. It gets support today in newer physiological and 
psychological doctiincs putting a high adaptive, even a suivival, value, 
upon spontaneity, autonomy, and lice acthity. Its chief documenta- 
tion, howc\cr, is to be found in the \cry lew small-group studies made 
in recent years in which participation has been s>stcmatflcally corre- 
lated with differences in attitude, organization, and new behavioral 
product. 

Working on the model of the original Levan child-study experi- 
ments, and with “topological” concepts, Alfred Marrow and others 
have attempted to follow in a few industrial j)lants the consequences 
of varying the amount oi ])articipaiion workers are jrcimitted in deci- 
sion-making. riie latest effort is “a practical effort in a garrnetrt fac- 
tory cjf how best to irrtroduce technological changes in job methods to 
avoid the usual strain betwcH'ir management and workers and the ac- 
companying drop in efhciency | productivity].” Three matched groups 
of employees w^re introduced to similar changes in job methods in 
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three different ways. The first, called ''non-participating,” were merely 
ordered to make the change; the second "participated” through repre- 
sentatives with whom they elected to meet, discuss, and plan the 
changes with management; the tliird group were given "total partici- 
pation” in that they all personally acted directly as the representatives 
had done. We are told of the findings as follows: "I'he degree of mo- 
rale . . . [presumably, satisfaction] was proportional to the degree of 
participation. . . . Aggressive criticism . . . against management was 
highest in the non-participant group . . . low in the . . . representa- 
tive . . . no(ne) under total participation. . . . Turnover and absen- 
teeism highest in the non-participation . . . lowest in the total par- 
ticipation. ... In terms of production . . . the non-participants 
never did recover . . . their previous production . . . the representa- 
tive group recovered . . . (theirs) in two weeks . . . the (total-partici- 
pators) recovered in a (mere) several days and went on improving.” 

Here is the outline of the generalization with which we wish to 
work. It was of course foreshadowed in the original experiments of 
Kurt Lewin. Change some basic condition of group organization, in 
Lewin's experiment "leadership,” here the form oi supervision and de- 
cision making, and you change situational products; you change atti- 
tudes, as here hostility to management, and you elic it new behaviors, 
here the rise in output, or lesser absenteeism, in Lewin's cases, e.g. 
scapegoating. I’he order among the changes is clear. The (piestion re- 
mains: what are the basic, independent conditions of groiijj organiza- 
tion which thus change first? Leadership, supervision, participation in 
the process of making decisions arc alike in that they are classes of 
events of interpersonal, intcrac tive, social relationship basic to the fac- 
tory system and common to grou]> life, small groups included. What 
have they in common, how do they vary in these changes, how can we 
connect them and their variations in detail, faithful to the observed 
real-life conditions of group behavior and factoiy work, with the ob- 
served shifts in attitude and the observed emergences of new behav- 
ior? It is not enough to label these connections shifts in a topological 
ficld-of-forces; what forces existed before Lewin experimented? What 
change in the value of the forces did their experimenting bring? 

Other small-group studies of psychologistic bent but of more prag- 
matic inspiration come from both labor and management scholarship. 
Kuttenberg and Golden reported from the Steelworkers' Union simi- 
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lar changes in morale and performance, with similar new emergences 
of new behavior, in a union-sponsored plan of management-encour- 
aged consultation and experimentation over details of workers' indi- 
vidual machines, job-operations, and conditions of work, bringing 
“participation" to the individual worker at the level of decisions about 
his own job, a realm usually reserved for engineers and foremen. Here 
the new emergent behavior was an unexpectedly rich and lively inven- 
tiveness and ingenuity on the part of supposedly "dumb" or "uninter- 
ested" workers. 

On the management side, there is still in existence the unsurpassed 
study of Eliot Dunlap Smith of technological change in the textile in- 
dustries during the 'twenties and 'thirties. It was a piece of systematic, 
comparative analysis of real events, a good piece oi social psychology, 
though nearly devoid of any but the most popular then-current psy- 
chological notions. There Smith shows us that those managements 
that made the new loom installation ol the "strctch-oiit" in such a way 
as to allow participation to develop durini^ and especially after an in- 
stallation, both in planning and executing and in working out read-, 
justmcii. and redress afterwards, won the "confidence” of their work- 
ers. They got through the change to acceptance of the new methods 
and machines, sufleied no work stoppage and strike. I’hose others that 
did not do so got instead resentment and resistance, stoppage and 
strike. Smith needed no elaborate topology for this demonstration of 
the interdependence of variations in basic relationships, attitudes, and 
pcrformani es. It is perhaps unfair to call the work psychologistic at 
all; I do so only because Smith stressed so heavily the psychological 
variables "understanding" and "confidence” so dear to businessmen. 
He saw these as causes of acceptance or ncm-accrptance ol manage- 
ment's technological innovations. But his evidence showed these atti- 
tudes to be dependent upon variations in minagenicnt procedure; 
they had to be "won." 

The emergence of "industrial sociology" narrowly defined seems to 
have taken place ([uite independently, with little reference to these 
psychologistic studies of small-group behavior in oi out of industry. It 
represented the invasion by social anthropology, sociometry, and soci- 
ology, of the study of industrial behavior; where psychology had a 
part, it was a psychology of the "clinical" variety. 

Three main currents of theory have been in competition here. One 
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of them comes fiojii occupational sociology, largely on inspiration 
fiom Max Weber and his doctrine ol types. It has not till lately con- 
cerned itself with the study of (lotali/ed) groups. It has sought instead 
to describe whole piolessions. But it has bec'ii important in stressing 
that the social noims ot pet sons filling various olfices in the workplace 
are shaied beyond the workplace “horizontally” among the members 
of an occupation; the cultural, social, or economic definition of occu- 
pation being one limit of \ariability ol behavior in lire workplace. 

Another current ol tlicoiy (omes from Moreno’s sociometry, itself in 
part out ot psychiatry. It is, ol course, most significant lor its invention 
ol the sociogram. a basic tool lor systematic ally chatting networks of 
social rckuioiiship, paralleling the kinship chart, the organization 
chart, the flow chart, the village plan, and the population pyramid, irr 
other social sciences. But Moreno's concept of spontaneity is ecjually 
important. 

Neither of thc'se schools has given us much first-hand reporting ol 
industrial groups. 1 he Wcbciians have been important as a source of 
criticism, sharpening our realization ol the class and occupaiional 
character ol the “symbolic logics” used by various personnel ol indus- 
trial gioups. Moving, too, from a studv ol the bureaucrat, as a human 
type, to the study ol bureaucracy, they have also contribuied an under- 
standing ol much individual and small-group behavior within organi- 
zation as a tyjrical biueauciatic conversion of lationalist means into 
ends-in-thcmselv es. 

It is thus really the third main current which has made “indiisirial 
sociology.” It sets the tide, too, into which tin other psychologistic 
schools have been swept: ‘‘the human relations .ipproach” ol outsiders 
to the held. It has also been called, wrongly, the Mayo school, as Llton 
Mayo was historically the first person to make studies of industrial be- 
havior in which insights and methods from the lunctional schejol ot 
social anthropology were combined with those Irom clinical psychol- 
ogy. 7 oclay the thud main current has divided into thiee mam sub- 
schools, only one cjt which in any way follows the original doctrines of 
Mayo. Ne\cr tireless, the personnel of all three subschcjols were nearly 
all ol them in one way or another students ol Mayo or exposed to him 
when they were young. All of them take of! licmi the book Manage- 
ment and the Woiker and the Hawihorne studies now so widely pub- 
licized. 
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What unites the three subschools is their theoretical debt to social 
anthropology and the formal sociologies of Durkhciin, Simmel, and 
Pareto, and their common use of participant observation, free-associa- 
tion interviewing, and techniques of observation derived from anthro- 
pological field-work. "I’hey conceive interviewing not merely as a 
sounding of individual minds as with workers with attitudes coming 
from psychology; they use it as a supplement to direct observation in 
a search, like that of the seeker of culture patterns, for the regidarities 
of actual social behavior. They all agree, with other naturalists, that 
one gets primary data about behavior of even so talkative an animal 
as man from what one secs men do; they do not feel happy with those 
psychologists of social science who seem to be interested only in what 
men say. They concede meanings to he important, but they insist 
meanings arc interpretable only against the backgiound of behavior. 

I'his naturalist’s concern with observation makes these subschools' 
observatiem of industiial groups very clillerent Irom that ol leseaichers 
whose training is psychological. Yet their published repot ts all point 
to the same generali/aiion. The explicanda, perlormances, and enter-, 
gent uev behaviors ol industrial woikers they have observed, arise out 
ol changes in altitude which ate in turn responsive to changes in the 
basic interpersonal lelationhips within the organizations in wJiich they 
do their work. 

Let us take up these three subschcjols in the order of their historical 
appearance. Mayo, himself, gave us the first industrial case: the mule- 
spinning room. Maycj was, of course, a clinical psyc holc^gist, conversant 
with physiological studies of factcjry work conditions. But he was 
greatly iiillueiued by the functional antliropologists, Malinowski and 
Radclilfe-Brown, who were reworking ethnology in the direction of 
compaiative sociology, asking questions about the function of social 
life and custom for all men and all human groups. 

d’lic problems of tlie mule-spinning room were low output, high 
turnover, complaints of fatigue, and “oppressive reveries” in the bit- 
ter, low-morale workers who did stay. These were classic signs ol indus- 
trial malaise, Mayo’s “anomie” alter Durkheim, in a day — 19127 in 
Philadelphia — of maximum rationalization of industry, minimum se- 
curity, incentive pay schemes, and no unions. Mayo introduced an am- 
bulatory nurse to whom the men might pour out tln ir “reveries” in 
order to achieve catharsis. He gave them rest periods to combat “fa- 
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tigue.” After a time he let them first discuss and then decide among 
themselves upon the allocation of their own and their fellows* per- 
mitted periods of rest. Simple as these innovations seem, they never- 
theless worked progressive change. Men who had had no contact with 
one another in the long, noisy workroom began to interact, then to 
“participate** to a minor degree. With each innovation they moved 
progressively, first to lose their pessimistic reveries, next to find them- 
selves no longer fatigued, then to suffer a change of heart from the 
abysmally low morale of the place, lastly to produce better and better, 
to stay on longer and longer. Mayo concluded that the emergence of a 
social life, an “informal group,** worked the effect. Perhaps it did, but 
where did it come from in its turn? Mayo tells us nothing of that, but 
the record he gives us speaks for itself. Changes in the basic relation- 
ships in which they passed their working time came first, for these men. 
They stopped and spoke to a nurse on their own whim, at their own 
time; they spoke with and to their fellows as they had not before; they 
directed each other to the rest time decided upon by themselves 
jointly; they informed the supervisors of these decisions and thus af- 
fected their decisions over the working day. 

If one cannot accept the generalization and the relevance of these 
facts just named, as Mayo, who recorded them, could or did not, look 
a moment at the lest of Ma\o*s case record. Mayo, himsdf, tells us 
that the new morale and the new inci easing output held up until a 
higher supervisor, in an excess ot zeal, reversed the whole process. He 
ordered that the njen must henceforth earn the rest periods they had 
been allocating among themselves. Their initiative, small as it was, 
should be stripped fiom them, and their foreman decide here too. 
From that point on, nurse or no nurse, catharsis or no catharsis, mo- 
rale and output took a nose-dive, the reveries recurred, fatigue came 
back, and the situation Mayo had doctored quickly reverted to its for- 
mer state. But even that turn of events does not end the case's demon- 
stration of the dependence of morale and performance upon basic in- 
terpersonal relationships. Mayo faithfully records what happened next, 
though he seems to have drawn no theoretical inference from his own 
record. He appealed over the zealot's head and got the company’s 
president to countermand him. With the restoration of the new activ- 
ity, the new changes recurred; morale first, and then output, climbed 
upward again. 
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As I have said, Mayo attached little importance to his own faithful 
record of this first industrial case of the dynamics of small-group be- 
havior. He had other ihcorics to serve. He saw only the catharsis of 
the interview and the cflcct of building up worker-to- worker social rela- 
tionships. where none had existed. Out of the sociology of Durkheim 
and functional social anthropology there was at hand the notion that 
the function of social relationships is to bolster the individual, to let 
him healthily act out his feelings, rather than, sickly, to bottle them 
up or invert them, to give him motivalion. identification and willing- 
ness to accept the tight new rationalist controls over work, imposed by 
taskmasters, now taking the place of older but now dead customary 
controls. Out of Mayo’s watching these worker-to-worker relationships 
of a new sort unite the lonely, embittered, aj)athetic workers of the 
mule-spinning room, the doctrine of “informal organization” or “team- 
work” seems to have been born. 

The orthodox followers of Mayo, who remain behind him at the 
Harvard School of Business Administration, have elaborated the doc- 
trines very far. Their painstaking studies of teamwork and informal, 
orgam2it j\y are so complete that they too can be re-examined, like 
Mayo's work, both for what they tell us and what they fail to tell us, 
even though their own records show it to exist. 1 hrec of their best- 
known studies document the gencrali/ation we arc chawing and show 
something of the range of variability of the correlations between 
changes in basic relationships, in attitudes, and in new performance or 
situational j>roduct. 

Thus the famous five girls of the Relay Assembly Test Room of the 
Hawthorne plant study show us how the oiit})iit of a workroom rose 
progressively over five years because an esprit de ('orps grew up out of 
the emergence of a structure of informal organization and leadership, 
and demonstrated that, at least within the limits of ordinary working 
conditions, not physical or physiological or individual capacity factors, 
or even financial incentives, but rather social factors, determine worker 
morale and productivity. The equally careful study of the Bank Wir- 
ing Room documented the fact the “steady plateau” of ordinary per- 
formance in factory work represents a “restriction of output” express- 
ing a secret, underground, defensive, and evasive social organization of 
workers in opposition to the industrial controls set over them. The 
wartime studies of turnover and absenteeism in the airplane industry 
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of California show us the dependency of these behaviors on teamwork 
and group identification. 

But here again one has the feeling that the orthodox inheritors of 
Mayo's mantle fail to ask questions of their own, so faithful, records. 
I’hey say that the cases they observe, like these three, can only be diag- 
nosed whole; they are not instances of any larger class. Each must be 
treated as unique, as a skilled doctor, steeped in his practice, treats the 
iini(|ue configuration that is each patient. They chart out the custom 
of informal organization, show it to be auxiliaiy or opposed to the 
rules of formal organization, list for us the symbols which operate, in- 
terpret them for us, interxiew personnel and assess the state of their 
minds, in xery thorough documentation, but they insist that no con- 
nection can be guessed among these things, and that all of them are 
part of a configuration xvithout internal process or structure. Such de- 
votion to the intuitive summations of medical diagnosis is commend- 
able indeed in a general practitioner — and such is their role vis-a-vis 
the business administrator — but it is lamentable in science. 

, Yet if one goes back to their records of participant observation and 
interview, what a diflerent picture of small-group behavior appearsi 
One has merely to ask the simple scientific cpiestions they do not seem 
to have asked: xvhere does teamxvork come from? What is the order of 
events in these cases? flow do the cases compare among themselves? 

If we simply rearrange the evidence in the order ol the occurrence 
of the phenomena (or the factors) noted, we sec ,&omc new relation- 
ships. The fixe girls of the Relay Assembly Test Room dex eloped their 
vaunted teamwork afirr they were segregated by management as an 
experimental group, after their segregation brought them into much 
more nearly cxclusixe contact with one another, after they came into 
contact, consultation, and exen veto-power relation with their super- 
visors, after, as they testified themselves, “we have no boss." All this 
makes a continuous change away from impel sonal and authoritarian 
suj)ervision — a very sweejiing shilt in a basic relationship of modern 
industrial work — in the direction of greater “participation." I'his 
change preceded, in correlation, the growth of special identification, 
of interworkcr teamwork and leadership, of upward rise in output. 
Teamwork did not come from the girls alone, whatever their senti- 
ments. It came after and thus perhaps jrofri a sweeping change in su- 
pervision. I'he girls' “experimental" workrooin had a structure only 
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initially like that of other departments of modern industry. '‘J'heir 
strange new morale and stranger new output behavior were products 
of a process-in-structurc; they were situational products, but the situa- 
tion has parts and connections among the j)arts capable of orderly 
change. 

The other workrooms of the rases of the Mayo school bear similar 
witness. The Bank Wiring Room shows us the conclaied constancies 
among the variables. A durable, constant, and long-continued basic 
supervision and its light industrial discipline correlates, by the record, 
with a constant, dm able, long-term llow-ol-woik (here as yet undis- 
turbed by the engineeis who must improve it), and these with a con- 
stant, long-term, durable interworker “inlormal oigani/ation'' or 
tlicpic structure, a body of custom or teamwork in opposition to man- 
agement’s contrcils, inclusive enough to ensnaie in ecpial constancy the 
relations between lower-ranking supervisois and the men, for foremen 
are also caught in the secrets ol inlormal organization and restriction. 
To these constancies ol basic relationship arc ionelated also ecpially 
durable long-term attitudes and belieis, a fail day’s work, a fear of 
rate cu ling, a constant “morale.” 'Fo these again is correlated, too, a 
steady and durable production, the noimal stiaight-line output curve 
ol ordinary work-conditions. 1 he situation in which small-group be- 
havic^r is determined is a whole again, but the pans have connections 
among themselves which allow comparisons between this case and the 
last. 

The second subsclmol of industrial sociologists, those grouped with 
IJoycl Wai tier’s erstwhile (Committee lor Human Relations in Indus- 
try in Chicago, or sharing Chester Barnard’s and Cieorge Homans’ 
view of an organization as a social whole, have .i theoretical jiosition 
which recognizes this complexity of correlated variables in the ob- 
served data of industrial small-groups, comj.'anies as well as work- 
rooms. They call the whole configuration of organization, informal 
and formal together, and the pioducts ol sentiment, group custom, 
and indivicltial performance, a “social system’’ or a “cooperative sys- 
tem.” But they are more conceined with descri]>iion ol such systems 
and their static properties than with their analysis and dynamics. 

rheir concern with “social systems’’ and thc;ir statics is widely shared 
today. It was already foreshadowed in Maungemeut and the Worker 
and in the Counseling Programs wiiich grew out of it. It is fruitfully 
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wedded in the work of Chester Barnard and Herbert Simon to the tra- 
ditional theories of organization coming out of political science. Gard- 
ner, Whyte, and Everett Hughes, as well as Warner and Low, have 
used it in studies of industrial behavior. George Homans has given a 
good account of its origins in older sociological theory in the work of 
Pareto and its elaboration by L. J. Henderson, where the formal con- 
nections between attitudinali/ed beliefs (myths, derivations), senti- 
ments, organized social relationships, and personal behavior, as a “so- 
cial system” were schematized. 

The other origin of the doctrine is, of course, the functional social 
anthropology to which all Mayo descendants, of whatever subschool, 
are indebted. Outside industrial sociology altogether, Warner and his 
followers have elaborated the doctrine into a formal, positional sociol- 
ogy, mapping out very precisely the class structure, statuses, and role 
enactments of American communities. Theirs is, of course, a compara- 
tive sociology, or a sociography, interested first and Joremost in docu- 
menting how individuals act and feel and think of their positions 
within social structure, and in comparing social structures around the 
world. It is related to social anthropology in that it holds tJiat individ- 
ual beha\ior, in large part, end social custom (and other collective be- 
ha\ior) completely, expresses such social position, “lunctioning” to 
create, affinn, reiterate, police, etc., the sentiments necessary to moti- 
vate the individual’s. learning and exercising behavior appropriate to 
his status and role in social groups of every si/e. .Gultuie patterns — 
this appropriate behavior — in their turn arise and take their form in 
the process of integrating and making consistent, not only some indi- 
vidual needs of the culture-bearers alone, but also group needs for 
solidarity, for superordination and subordination, internal order, pre- 
conciliation of antagonism, cohesion, etc. 

In individual studies, the use of concepts of a “social system,” how- 
ever statically conceived, has also contributed toward our generaliza- 
tion. Warner and Low have told us how a strike in Yankee City’s shoe 
industry came about as a response to changes in industrial organiza- 
tion — ownership, supervision, technological structure, etc. They show 
these changes to have been destructive of the older craft skills, the 
older master-smd-apprenticc relationships, upsetting the connections 
of these with the customs and sentiments of age-grading, destroying 
worker status identification through loss of respect for local coinmu- 
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nity business leaders now become an elite without power. Here the 
changes were a continuous process ending in explosion when the de- 
pression came. The case documents beautifully, nearly one hundred 
years later, on another continent, the social changes studied by the 
engineer-sociologist Le Play during the early industrialization of Eu- 
rope. Everett Hughes has shown for Canada and Chicago how the in- 
plant behaviors of the workplace reflect the social customs of the com- 
munity under the distortion imposed by industrial organi/ation. Miss 
Herring in the South, Frederick L. W. Richardson for the Pennsyl- 
vania coal patches, I for the New England factory-town mills have all 
reported like findings. Burleigh Gardner has shown us, along with 
others, the disastrous lag between old custom and sell-appraisal and 
present industrial relation realities in the position of the foreman. 
Whyte has shown us the elfect of prestige evaluations of foods on sta- 
tus and job adjustment among restaurant workers. 

It is specifically not true, as Bliimer, Slicpliard, Moore, Dubin, and 
many others have daimed, that industrial sociology has not traced out 
the influence of out-of-plant, larger factors — economic and social — upon 
in-plaiit A liavior. Since my original warning that it must be done, and 
suggestions for doing it, many persons have undertaken the task. 
Goode and Fowler have done it in feeder plants in Detroit; Ilarbison 
and Dubin have done it in contrasting the industrial relations of Gen- 
eral Motors and Studebaker, where they show that management, in a 
small city and company, where the heat of making national wage-bar- 
gain decisions does not impose blockages to interaction over conflict of 
principle and interest, can and does find in itself a far easier receptiv- 
ity to initiative from “below” among workers and through their union. 
Both cases correlate psychological and behavioral bv-products with the 
internal organizational difference. They differ from the other indus- 
trial sociologists, wdiom they criticize, merely in extending the chain of 
causation back a step into the larger environment. I'hc by-products 
are very diflercnt — woikeis driving workers, on the one hand, and “co- 
operative industrial relations and industrial peace,” on the other — but 
they are both clearly members of the class of products of variability in 
basic relationships within the generali/ation with which we are deal- 
ing. 

It can also be insisted, en passant that industrial sociology has by 
no means shown a neglect of unions, as they have been accused of do- 
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ing. The unions are a vital part ol the “social systems” or “co-operative 
systems” of this substhool; companies and tlieir particular unions are 
also small gioujrs. Whyte and 1 have made many studies ol extant 
literature and case materials on union management co-operation; 
C. W. M. Hart has gi\en us a magnificent study of the reworking of 
the new “union towns.” 1 hese studies, too, sufrport our generali/ation. 
“Co-operation” or “no co-operation.” strike and conflict and industrial 
peace and continuance of stable relations between union and manage- 
ment, are likewise determined in great part -how great we do not yet 
fully know — by changes v\ithin the balance of interpersonal relation- 
ships within company, within union, and Iretween them. 

The last subschool ol the “industrial sociologists” devotees itself 
head-on to this generali/ation ol process, balance, and change within 
the interconnected interpersonal relationships of “such social systems” 
which are the whole situations of which small groups are reactive parts 
and small group behaviors by-products, lire subschool is best identi- 
fic*cl as the group ol persons associated in the Society lor Applied An- 
thropologv. They are again an oflshoot, a dissident branch, trying to 
carry the proving ol social science in the held ol the problems of in- 
dustrial relations a step lurther. One could name AVhyte, Chajrplc, 
Richardson, C.oon, Oliver, and some vounger persons in industrial so- 
ciology its(*ll; Loomis, Mead, Erick Lindemann, Saslow, sonre others in 
sociology, anthrcjpology, or social psychiatry, have shown receptivity 
ter the newer ccmcepts. 

We could be cajled, I suppose, inter ac liorrists or, were it not such a 
fighting word in science tocla), opc'iationalisis. We wcjik within the 
framework ol a theory and method fust published by (Jiapple and 
mysell in lyio, repealed in ryjii b) (4hap]-)lc .rncl C^ooii, and in varmus 
articles of mine, restated by Whyte in various places. It holds that 
group life is the outcome ol interaction fcommunication irr biology) 
among animal organisms (including men). 1 hese interactions (commu- 
nications) are events oi stimulation and response between one animal 
and the next, taking place in time, one animal initiating or originat- 
ing (cither in reaction to the environment or acting sjrontaneously 
from internal physiological stimulation) the behavior ol such an event, 
the other (s) icsjronding to the prior behavior, thus “terminating” the 
event with behavior ol his own. Such events give one one's dcimilion 
of the social; they are thus a particular class of happenings in the life 
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of living beings, conditioned by the properties oi the organisms and 
their environments, but still a demarcati'ible class of natural phenom- 
ena. 

Ihese events have pro[)ertics which yield universal operations for 
describing and comparing them. The sim|3lcst and most general of 
such operations, thus the basic ones of social science, are: (i) ide?itifi- 
cation and enumeration of the actors; ( 2 ) the establisJnnent of the or- 
der or sefjuenre of the actwity in the event among them (whether the 
one or the other(s) acted first, or second, in time); statement of the 
frequency through the time of ohsenmtion loith rvhich the events, or 
the orders, took place. It is claimed, further, that these basic opera- 
tions are in fact in universal use in the social sciences and that it is 
only gocjd scientific methcxl to rccogni/e tlie not-yet-perccived fact and 
build one’s concepts upon the basic wa\s by which data are in fact 
gathered, compared, and assessed, by otheis as well as by oneself. 

It is lurther held, in this subschool, that sciemific method requires 
that taxonomy, i.e. classification of the vaiious kinds of natural phe- 
nomena here defined as social, be attempted, not a priori or nominally, 
but Uy rtlcience to common properties exhibited by the recorded 
events of observed social activity, as these aie compared (measured) in 
terms of the basic operatmns ol description. l\ing one’s operations of 
descriptmn, one must erect that minimum classification of the events 
described which allows one to make cleat er the observed cjr inferred 
connections between them, justifying the choice progressively against 
its usefulness in allowing us to follow the regular oc cut rentes of those 
connections in the real happenings (situations) of nature. 

I’his is the method ol natural science and the discovery and state- 
ment ol natural law. It is claimed that the sexial suences oiler no dif- 
ferences, once relevant and a]>piopriate operations, definitions, and 
rules for notation and abstraction have been in\cntecl empirically. It 
is the contention of this subschool that classification of social phenom- 
ena is still only nominal (e.g., co-operation, authorits, etc.) and has 
been, and is being, attemj^ted jxematincly. in advance of the discovery 
of universally usable common operations ol description. 

The theory holds, out of the evidence of psychology and anthro- 
pology, that the pre^perties of the physiological facts of interpersonal 
stimulation in events of interactive (1 )mmunicati\c) behavior are both 
wider spread and more general, ontogeneiically as well as phylogeneti- 
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cally, than are those of the occurrences of language, words, meanings, 
signs, symbols, and attitudes, now appealed to in definitions of the so- 
cial and attempts at interpretation of social behavior. I'hese latter, 
then, should be subordinated in description and interpretation to the 
former; and they are to be understood, ultimately, only in their se- 
mantic connection to the events of interpersonal interaction. 

Such a theory is obviously a reworking and a unification of the so- 
cial sciences in the direction of natural science. How does it relate to 
the problem of small-group behavior in industry? 

Some years ago 1 suggested an empirically relevant minimum classi- 
fication, upon o{)erational criteria, of the social action to be found in 
all factories, part of industrial production everywhere. 

7’he first of these are the social events of the flow of work. The class 
is defined sociologically. That is, it is the sum of events comprising the 
activities of the persons known to stimulate one another in the order 
of their contacts during their transmission of product or material from 
one process to the next in its technical conversion into final, finished 
form. Usually one group of persons stands nearest to the physical proc- 
ess of manufacture, at the lowest level of organization, as a rank-and- 
file of “workers” in a supervised co-ordinated division of labor, I'hey 
share a common propinejuity to materials and machine processes, but 
it cannot be said to give them any social or group activity unless they 
can be seen to act upon one another. By siuh observation one leains 
they are in a tight, repetitive, frequent contact, man-to-man, “up” and 
“down,” this line 'of flow or “assembly line.” It is the order of inter- 
action among the persons, not the flow's environmental })osition. nor 
its accidental properties, that defines this basic class of cvciUs and rela- 
tionships. The How is a definite sequence of human communications 
describable by its general occurrences among identifiable persons, in 
identifiable space and time. The particular technique or operation 
any one worker is cariying out is a cultural product, of course, but it is 
not part of a present social structure if it is performed in isolation. 
Even in the flow of work, any individual worker stands not only in a 
man-machine relation but also in at least two man-to-man relation- 
ships, that with the man above him, that with the man below him, in 
the flow. If one is to deal with “human relations” within which work 
is done, one must count these relations too. And many a “source of 
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labor unrest" has had its cause within these real, if neglected, rela- 
tionships. 

The second minimal basic class of social events, behaviors, or activ- 
ities of the small group in industry is that of supervision, or line au- 
thority. Here again one can make the definition of the relationships of 
the hierarchy of supervision or authority operational and sociological. 
It need not remain nominal, a priori, deductive, or imprecise. Super- 
vision is therefore reducible to the sum in time of those events in 
which initiative and response have taken place, among the persons of 
the group, in the order or direction leading "downward," pair by pair, 
or through combinations of single initiant and simultaneous respond- 
ents (set-events), from an initial activity by the person who has the 
widest co-ordinate, simultaneous response out of the persons of the 
group already shown to be united by the flow-of-work relationships of 
the group. That latter person who (o-ordinates the others is, of course, 
the "pinnacle of authority," the chief executive. Identifying him es- 
tablishes one end of the flow of supervision; identifying the co-ordi- 
nate-responders of the flow-of-work, the "lowest level workers," estab- 
lislies ti'C other. Supervisors and supervisees of all ranks in between 
group themselves into hierarchical position along this order of se- 
(juence of human communication. Here again, no external attribute 
of the relationshi|) defines it, either iormality or inlormality, status as- 
cription, or peisonal achievement ol ascendancy. I.ike "work," “super- 
vision" is a class of real events of inter|)Cisonal interaction, of what- 
ever content or antecedence. As such, like "How of work," it is defined 
now with refeience to (oncrete occurrence among identifiable persons 
in real space and time. It can be compared with, and measured 
against, "work." One can establish there to be more or less of it from 
place to place and time to time. One can i elate it concretely to changes 
in attitude and, in special, narrower-de fined behaviors. 

Supervision "line authority" is thus a basic, universal class of social 
events in any industiial group of any si/e, as w^ell as in any other or- 
ganized group. It is that class of events among the personnel of the 
group defined by the order among the })ersonnel in which initiation 
of response flows "downward" through successive co-ordinations, run- 
ning from those of the one person able to win the most frcciucnt, wid- 
est co-ordinate response out of the workers of the flow of work, down 
to those of the foreman and his immediate gang. The successive co- 



348 CONRAD M. ARENSBERG 

ordinations give us the “structure/' the hierarchy of organization. But 
the class contains numerous pair-events at every level, too. These arc 
commands from one subordinate to a subordinate because they follow 
in the pair relationships the order of the co-ordinations. 

The definitions are of more than theoretical interest. I'hcy perform 
a useful function in showing the interconnection of llow-of-work and 
supervision, two basic classes of universal interpersonal lelationships 
uniting the human beings of the modern factory institution tightly 
and immediately. It is not the machine itself which is coercive in mod- 
ern industry. I'hc distinguishing feature of the factory system is an- 
other, not too often noticed, fact. 

Neither the use of machines in production, nor the minuteness of 
our modern division of labor, nor labor saving by machines them- 
selves, is new in human history, unexpectedly and immensely inge- 
nious, powerful, and productive as our machines have come to be. 
What is new is rather a social inxention. The social invention har- 
nesses men and the saving of time to machine sources of power through 
preplanning and scheduling. What is new is the mastery of simulta- 
neity in the division of labor, the co-ordination of simultaneous manu- 
factures of interchangeable parts. Idie ever-increasing precision, stand- 
ardization, and repetitiveness which make for efliciency in today's pro- 
duction arc attributes ol interchangeable hands making ever more and 
more minutely diverse interchangeable parts on more and more tightly 
predetermined and controlled schedules of time, tempo, and speed cjf 
completion, designee! the better to bring such parts together the more 
neatly and the more (|uickly in common final assembly. In all this, vast 
armies of industrial workers come to work to jobs already set up in 
minute detail on the drafting board. Every gain in detail of inter- 
changeability is a gain in competitive speed ol completion and in re- 
duced labor cost, but it is also an increase in the minuteness of control 
in the flow of work and in tightness ol co-ordinating supervision lor 
the interchangeable human “hands" of the proc(»ss of manufacture. It 
is cpiitc clear that machines arc better suited fc^r the kinds of control 
here necessary than are men. Some day fully automatic processes, al- 
ready existing today in a few plants, may make the whole How of work 
and most of co-ordinating supervisory control itself automatic. But 
our paper deals with the conditions still extant. Under them, men still 
work in such relationships with one another. Under such conditions 
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both aspects of organization, however, formal, tight, rational, efficient, 
logical, and necessary they become, arc still classes of social, interper- 
sonal adaptation, among fallible human beings. To neglect these basic 
and different adaptations in a treatment of “human relations," in a 
work group of any si/e, is a most unreal distortion. 

The brief diversion we have just made into production engineering 
serves to introduce a tliird class of social relations of the working 
group in industry. 'I'liis is the class ol staff line events: initiations and 
responses made by and to staff men. chiefly engineers. I’hcse men are 
the planners and poli(cis of the controls upon production, supervi- 
sion, and flow ol woik. Stafl-line relationships are a formal category of 
organization behaviors. VW can redefine tfu'm operationally as we have 
the other formal categories, keeping in mind that staff men act upon 
workers and siij)ci\is(n's in all tlie workrooms and work levels of indus- 
tiy, with greater or lesser pressure whatc\er the formal rules govern- 
ing their activity may be. Again we can state the jiressure compara- 
tively in terms of specific events of specific peisons in identifiable or- 
ders of stimulation, in space, and in time. Engineers, in particular, ini- 
tiate «i h’om for foremen and supei visors in making studies, in advising 
new plans, in inspecting old ones, in directing technical innovations; 
they push woikcrs into new responses througli time-study, through 
reratiiig, through machine-checks, and in a hundred, often fateful, 
ways. That they do all this in the interest ol efficiency or the perform- 
ance of machines cloc‘s not make their activity any the less social, in 
our terms, nor the coerci\c force of their initiation of responses from 
workers and supei visor any the less great. 

'The next basic* general class ol relationships is comprised of events 
of “up-the-line” activity, \gain it is a sum of initi.itions and responses 
in a direction among the personnel: namc'ly, those activities originat- 
ing with the vvorkeis and involving response, from su]3ervisors in an 
order reverse to that of “supei vision." Sometimes called formally “re- 
porting" in higher levels ol organization theoiy, or cited as a necessary 
pait of “two-way-communication" by the alert in management, it is 
not usually recogni/ecl that events of this class, representing the initia- 
tive or “spontaneous" activity of the governed, are universal compo- 
nents of the woikj)lace or of any other hieraichical human institution. 
Often it is only when such initiative fiom below is blocked that it is 
first apparent that such basic relationship is failing, and it becomes 



3S0 


CONRAD M. ARENSBERG 


clear that the blockage is having marked emotional consequences in 
the frustrated iuitiants-from-below. Defining it as we do, however, and 
counting as always both the instances of the class, which by definition 
involves only the successful examples in which communication from 
below is completed by a responsive action on the part of the higher- 
placed communique, and the instances of blockage, where no such 
successive response is noted, we can follow this basic relationship, too, 
for its relative role in the dynamic short-term history of the group. 

This class of “up-the-line” events of social relationship is what usu- 
ally goes by the name of “participation** in industrial studies, it seems. 
Particularly is this so in the group-dynamics studies of the Lewinians, 
who seem also to be exploring its connection with supervision when 
they study “democratic leadciship.*' But even where no channel for 
expression of initiative from below exists, some such activity seems al- 
ways to be present or attempted. 

Thus “up-the-line** activity includes all manner of informal “pull,** 
indirect influence, protest, complaint, grievance, etc., and the class is a 
unhersal basic relationship of groups whatever the state of its block- 
age and diversion. Blockage and diversion show us the evolution of 
intermediaries in some, usually the lower, steps or the relationship 
“up-the-line** of command from worker to decisive supervisor. Some- 
times such action through an intermediary is directly redressivc, in re- 
action to supervisory .or staff pressure; sometimes it is representative, 
bringing up new matter from wwkers for supervisors* decisions. 

In either event, intermediary or none, such activity is still of this 
basic class, involving initiation by workeis and response by supervisors. 
We have some admirable studies in the personnel field, notably by 
Paul Pigors, showing us that in companies having no unions, attempts 
to get personal redress, to win complaints referral, to exert influence 
from below on persons of authority will take any handy channel in 
local community custom or informal intei personal ties. In Pigors* 
study the personnel man of an ununionized company, the captain of the 
company baseball team, the mayor of the town, the welfare head, the 
epmpany stenographers, were all used sooner or later by one worker 
or another as intermediaries in an eflort to reach and influence a 
supervisor. 

The function of the unions as a channel for such redress is perfectly 
clear and very abundantly documented. I'hc crucial daily activity of a 
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working union is its grievance machinery. Unions o£ the Anglo-Saxon 
countries are representative institutions, their constituents are the 
members of shop-committees and locals, who are also the workers of 
the shops and the companies' sociologists of industry study. Contract 
negotiation is a great annual ceremonial, in which ohicers must “get 
something for the boys" or lose their votes. But week in and week out, 
a shop-steward at the level of the foreman and a business agent at the 
level of his superiors handle and usually settle grievances, under the 
contract. These make up a sequence of interactions, a channel of re- 
ferral and decision or blockage and ap[)eal higher, carrying out into 
action the wishes of indhidual woikers, communicating them upward 
through the successive steps of the ranks of his union, oiier to the ap- 
])r()priaLe supervisor, dowji into a new decision over the matter in 
which the individual ieels himself “aggrieved." Blockages — unsettled 
grie\anccs — have explosive emotional consequences here, as wcW as in 
the company’s internal “up-the-line" referrals. U'he dynamics of “co- 
ojicrative industrial relations" are as rapid and decisive in their sensi- 
tivity to balance of relationships here, in union and between union 
anct company, as aie those ol in-plant morale, and involve many more 
peojde with much greater stake in jninciple. 

Lastly, then, among basic classes ol social events in industry, worker- 
worker relatif)ns of infoimal kind, the teamwork of Mayo, the inter- 
worker participation of the Lewinians, the supposed sole source of 
good “human relations" and “high morale" of many too-quick com- 
mentators on the impel sonaJity ol the modern industrial scene, is sim- 
ply a residual basic relationship. Dehnabie as those events of interper- 
sonal stimulation among members ol the How o* work outside the or- 
der of communication of the other relationships, !t is merely one part 
of the situation in which workers pass their working time. Great as the 
importance ol warm human surroundings may be, compelling as 
the custenns ol Avorker solidaiity can be, they are merely one among the 
basic relations of the w'ork])lace. One can sec why, then, they are so re- 
sponsive to the state of the other relationships, lliey are a universal 
class of social activities, too — witness the comradeship of soldiers, the 
underground resistance ol concentration camps, the grapevines of pris- 
ons, student life, the growth ol congregations into dissident sects, etc., 
etc. “Informal organization" as a f. rm of group life is no more an in- 
dependent variable than arc these. 
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The last subschool, or the latest, among the students of small-group 
behavior in industry are the “intcractionists” or “oj^eiationalists.” 
They make the genciali/ation 1 ha\e documented on this paper, they 
try to deal with it by de\ eloping empiiical methods foi following in 
real-life detail the connections between the basic relationships ol the 
industrial system as ihev appear in the situations ol small groups in 
industry, observed changes in woikei attitudes lepoited in these situa- 
tions, observed emergences of new belia\ioi — products ol grouj) life, 
observed variations in individual performances. 

Many fruitlul hypotheses about the dependency of particular collec- 
tive behaviors and emotional results in individual rncmbeis ol organ- 
ized “co-operative” systems of every kind— the great associations or in- 
stitutions of society — upon the internal (onnections ol the classes of 
interpersonal communication (interaction) have alicady emerged. Sig- 
nificant similarities between group behavior, oigani/ation at all levels, 
multiple and individual membership roles and role effects aie sug- 
gested by the generali/ing concepts here advanced. It remains to report 
the observational and e\perimental testing of such hypotlieses by the 
methods so far invented and to continue Luither testing and discover- 
ing and further innovation ol operational methods ol analysis .md 
adaptation of modes of synthesis. It is clear, liovvevei, as liom the re- 
view of work in industrial small group behavior suminaii/cd here, that 
the task is one, not lor any single traditional nariovv discipline in j)sy 
chology, physiology, sociology, oi anthropology. Ihey are tasks loi a 
unified natural scicrrce ol human litc. 
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Conceptions of Role and Ego in 
Contemporary Psychology' 
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One sign of growth and, we trust, of progress in a field of study is the 
development of new rcinccpts. Two of the most provocative and poten- 
tially valuable new concepts in contemporary }>sychology are “role” (or 
“socit 1 lole”) and ‘‘ego.” I propose to describe briefly major formula- 
tions of tlie role concept, then present my own social psychological in- 
terpretation, and conclude by discussing the relationship between role 
and ego. 

I.et us deal first with roles. The first serious psychological treatment 
of roles, so far as I know, was given by Woodworth in 1934 in the third 
edition of his general text (55). Woodworth had been stimulated but 
somewhat troubled by the efforts oJ several C'.hicago sociologists (Park, 
Paris, and I’hrasher) to sJiow that the indivithiars personality is the 
product of his social role. “My ellort in the thin I edition (and later),” 
wiote Woodworth recently, “was to show that tins environment factor 
w^as only part oi the basis of personality, ’he individuaTs inherent 
traits being the other factor” (54). Woodworth agreed that two impor- 
tant social influences, the code and the role, operate significantly in 
personality develoj^meiU. “The individual adopts the code of his 
group; and he finds or makes a role for himseif in the group (56, p. 
135). The available roles are determined only in part by group organi- 
7ation, continues AV^oodworth; in the main “each individual gravitates 

1 1 am indebted to Jolin and Riiih V "in, Conrad Arcnshcig, and Roland L. War- 
ren for many helpful suggestions iiicorpoiaied in this paper. 
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toward a role that suits his own characteristics, ... he finds his role 
oi makes it rather than having it thrust upon him by arbiliary gioup 
action” (56, p. 138). 

Guthrie, in his Psycholof^ of Human Conflict (11), dealt at length 
with roles, treating them as an enduiing aspect oi peisonality. He 
found lole-taking is almost univeisal. “We recognize a description of 
ourselves, acknowledge oui attiibutes or our membership in a class, 
and appropriate behavior follows the thought. ... A man who has 
been mentioned in the local newspaper as a prominent citizen may be 
changed for the test of his life by that chance paiagraph. He now be- 
gins to reject actions which are not the actions of a prominent citizen. 
He now buvs his theater ticket for an orchestra seat because prominent 
citizens do not sit in the gallery. At the haberdasher’s a new verbal for- 
mula enters into his choice of clothing. “Is this a suitable hat for such 
a person as he is?” (1 1, p. 1 39). 

Besides stressing the significance of a person’s awareness of his role, 
Guthrie emphasized the importance of role conflicts in maladjustment. 
“The man who thinks of himself as an open-handed host loses his in- 
come arrd his social adjustment is thrown completely out oi gear by his 
persistence in that role” (11, p. iji). Likewise, an unloitunaic mar- 
riage may result in role conflict if the spouses continue to jrretend in 
public that all is well. Guthrie (in contrast to Woodworth) seems not 
to have been influenced by the sociologists in working out his inter- 
jMCtations of role. 

For many )ears, ps)chologists did not follow the leads jrrovided by 
Woodworth and Guthrie in their discussions ol personality and ab- 
normal behavior. However, a few psychologists writing books on social 
psychology did show an interest in roles. Katz and Schanck, for ex- 
ample, noted that clinicians olten miss the importance ol role behav- 
ior. “If we consider the effects of a man’s behavior upon his fellows it 
is often not necessary to know his personality. His action may be 
deeply interioiized within him, or it may not be at all characteristic of 
him. But its effect upon his fellows may be the same. At an auction the 
enthusiastic bidder who bids first and who keeps bidding up the price 
of an article may be planted there for that purpose by the auctioneer. 
Or he may be there because he loves auctions. Nevertheless, he plays 
the role of the enthusiastic bidder and affects the bidding of other peo- 
ple, regardless of his motive. In many situations of life, role behavior 
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of this sort is o( first importance” (20, pp. 391-395). Followini^ the em- 
phasis of anthropologists and sociologists, Katz and Schanck also dealt, 
as did Krout, (22) with age, sex, occupational and class roles as factors 
affecting the patterning of social interaction. 

In his study of attitudes and personality at Bennington College, 
Newcomb found that community roles, of typically negati\istic or co- 
operative character, seemed to mediate between social attitudes and 
other personality characteristics (31). He found that objective roles 
were assigned by members of the college community on the basis of 
observable personality ( haracteristics. In addition, subject he roles 
were self-assigned, on the basis of other jiersonality characteristics. 

Beginning in 1947, j^sychological interest in roles has mushroomed. 
Mur])hy, for example, devotes a chapter to "Social Role” in his volume 
on Personality (30). lie treats role as "a social task or function car- 
ried out by the inclividuar’; he notes the reciprocal interplay of roles 
and the part played in their production by both social recpiirements 
and individual nec'ds. Newcomb and Hartley have a sizeable section on 
"Role and status” in their Readings in Social Psychology containing 
sevr.al soriological contributions (34). Cameron, following G. 11 . MeacT, 
discusses roles from the standpoint ol < (mimunicalion and social ad- 
justment in his Psychology of Behavior Disorders, For evamplc, he 
says: 

... by t.iking tliis role or that in fun, children learn incidentally to see things 
from sonu’thing aj)proaching the di\crse standpoints of all the social persons 
whom they pretend to be. Fach child finds out, in each role he plays, what he 
can look for in the behavior of children playing dominant, dependent or other 
reciprocal roles, and what he must do to meet, accept, resist or evade others' 
demands in those roles (4, p. 92). 

Other evidences of increasing psychological interest in roles can be 
cited. Shcrif and Cantril refer to the subject frccpiently in their study 
of cgo-invcjl\ments (45). A social psychologist and sociologist collabo- 
rated in a paper on roles presented to the Eastern Psychological Asso- 
ciation in the spring of igfS (43), and a few months later an APA 
symposium on the subject brought together cemtributions from two 
social jjsychologists, an anthropologist, a sociologist, and a psychiatrist- 
psychologist (35). Two 1950 texts in social psychology, by Newcomb 
and by Sargent, give considerable emphasis to roles (33, 40), as does 
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another by the Hartleys scheduled to appear in 1951 (12). Nor should 
one overlook the books by Kimball Young (57, 58), Lindcsmith and 
Strauss (24), and Coutu (8), which reflect the earlier and continuing 
sociological interest in roles. 

I would be remiss in failing to mention also the work on psycho- 
dramatic roles done by J. L. Moreno and his followers, which is well 
known to many psychologists and social scientists (e.g., 29, 39, 23). Psy- 
chodramatic emphasis, however, is placed upon voluntary role-taking 
and its therapeutic value, whereas the primary interest of social psy- 
chologists must be, I bclicNC, clarification ol the role concept and un- 
derstanding of roles as they operate in our daily social life. 

Why have psychologists suddenly become so interested in roles? We 
lack knowledge, but a few hypotheses may be in order: 

First, psychologists ha\c become increasingly .aware of “situationar' 
influences, such as age, sex, and economic status, occupational and 
social group membership, as well as of more specific influences of one’s 
family and various other membership and reference groups. They are 
finding traditional psychological concepts such as i)ersonality traits, 
conditioned responses, and attitudes inadetpiate tools for desciibing 
the eflects of these social influences upon the individual or for making 
possible prediction and control of social behavior. 

Secondly, psychologists have never been enthusiastic about the oitho- 
dox sociological tieatmcnt of social inteiaction, i.e., the Park and 
Burgess categories of competition, conflict, accommodation, and assimi- 
laticjn, with co-operation thrown in for good measme (37). Nor, if 
acejuainted with thein at all, have psychologists been partial to the 
more extended classifications of interactional processes such as those 
offered by Von \V^iesc and Becker (18), or, at the other extreme, to the 
treatment of interaction in terms ol number and duration ol inter- 
personal contacts, as projmsed by Cihapj)le, Arensberg, and McGregor 
(6,2). 

In contrast with these formulations, it seems to me, role appeals to 
psychologists as an interactional concept, with a patterned Gestalt-like 
quality. A given role often includes basic elements ol competition, co- 
operation, and the like. But it ty|)ic'ally includes much more, depend- 
ing upon the specific social situation arrd the personalities involved. 

A third hypothesis to account for increasing psychological interest 
is the fact that the role concept provides a bridge for interdisciplinary 
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co-operation. The “situationaV* emphasis of social scientists and the 
“personality” emphasis of psychologists and jisychiatrists still exists^ 
but all of us arc groping toward synthesis. Now a role is linked to a 
particular social situation or type of situation. At the sanie time, roles 
are learned and perceived by individuals, and may be conceptualized 
by them. Hence “role” has excellent potentialities as an integrational 
concept in present-day social psychology. 

But, one may well ask. do j)sychologists have a well-defined role con- 
cept which will answer the needs and hopes just mentioned — and also 
make possible fruitful research? So far. social psychologists have tended 
to husband and wife, host ami guest, teacher and student, employee 
and employer, for example. Consider the host-guest role in middle-class 
American society. Cultural prescription demands that the host wel- 
come his guest, intro(lu((‘ him to other guests, make him comfortable, 
furnish him with food and drink. Reciprocally, the guest greets his 
host, converses with oilier guests (rather than retiring to a corner and 
reading), and thanks the host, on leaving, loi his hospitality. Within 
these limits, however, a good deal ol variation is permitted, depending 
on siibiuiLuial and perscjiial factois. 

Situational roles derive, still nmre clearly, Irom personality variables. 
An insecure person, with great need for recognition, let us say, plays 
tlic role of a “man of the world,” or peihajis a “woman ol sophistica- 
tion.” The bully, flirt, lady-killer, and life-of-the-])ai ly are other ex- 
amples ol situational roles; all these have a skeleton ol cultural defi- 
nition, but their jirecise chatacter as well as the time of enactment 
depends upon personality tiends and perceptual interpretations. 

In other w’ords, I suggest that those patterns of soc ial behavior which 
may reasonably be called “roles” have ingredients ol cultural, of per- 
sonal, and of situational determination. But nevei is a role loholly 
cultural, wholly personal, or ivholly situational. A given role, as con- 
ceptuali/ed and as enacted, is aflected by dillering degrees of these 
three components. 

One reason sociologists have failed to agree upon a concept of role 
is that some have approached role as an objectively defined aspect of 
the culture pattern which can be considcied apart from the persons 
who actually enact or play the roles. Other sociologists include per- 
sonal variables in their concept. The social psychologist, always con- 
cerned with individuals, naturally leans toward the latter type of con- 
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cepiualization. His problem is to frame a concept of role which is 
broad enough to cover such cases as those jiisl mentioned, yet specific 
enough to have meaning. Can we then define role so as to embrace 
cultural patterning and personal modifications, including that elusive 
but very important individual perceptual factor? 

With these considerations in mind, I venture the following defini- 
tion: A personas role is a pattern or type of social behavior ivhivh seems 
situationally appropriate to him in terms of the demands and expecta- 
tions of those in his group. Let me comment briefly on a few points of 
this definition. 

“A person’s role” is used to underline the fact that roles are ahvays 
enacted by individuals — and that the roles of two individuals are not 
identical. 

“Pattern or type” of social behavior suggests that most roles are not 
predetermined like the words and actions of the characters in a l)lay. 
Roles arc culturally and socially defined delimitations oi behavior, or 
patterns of permitted alternatives, within whose bounds much \aria- 
tion is possible. 

“Social behavior” is used because roles constitute an aspect of social 
interaction; they have no meaning except in terms of interpersonal 
relationships. 

“Situational approj)riatencss” indicates the importance of percep- 
tion. One does not respond to a situation as defined objectively, but 
rather as he perceives or interprets it. One behaxes in a way that is 
congruent with his subjective definition of the situation. Thus an 
individual who decides that a parly is “dying on its leet” may try to 
resuscitate it by becoming the “life of the party,” whether or not others 
consider such behavior necessary. 

The “demands and expectations” of others, learned through one’s 
social experience, give a role its basic character. Most roles are recipro- 
cal; their structure is patterned through the mutual expectations of 
group members — e.g., husband and wale, j)aient and child, teacher and 
pupil, employer and employee, leader and follower. 

“Group” may refer to a small, closely knit, social unit like a family, 
club, or play-grouj), or to large, loosely structured collections of indi- 
viduals such as a whole community, social class, or nation. 

Roles depend upon the ability of the human organism to take and 
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maintain a “mental set,** thus facilitating certain kinds of behavior and 
inhibiting other responses. The guest at a polite dinner party doesn’t 
even think of telling a dirty joke, nor does it occur to the man in 
cliurcli to light a cigarette. A good deal of experimental evidence exists 
(c.g., controlled association tests) to show how effectively behavior may 
be limited and channeled by mental set. Newcomb made much the 
same point in a recent paper when he spoke of “role attitude’* as an 
intervening variable between a person’s role as prescribed and the 
actual role behavior which occurs (32). 

I'he social psychological conception of role presented above may be 
further c larified by describing certain dimensions of roles. 

First, roles differ greatly in the specificity with which they are pat- 
terned. In a dramatic role, or in ceremonies like a formal wedding, a 
college giaduaticm, or “changing the guard,’* the acts and words are 
definitely prescribed. (Nonetheless, a slight degree of latitude is per- 
mitted, as shown by two actors’ interpretations '^f the role of Hamlet.) 
In many other roles, however, there is little or no prescription of spe- 
cific acts or words; the latitude is great and conformity is demanded* 
only wi.iun rather general categories of “musts’’ and “must nots.’’ For 
example, a child must not be rude to or disobey his parents, a minister 
must not di ink, swear, or go tc^ burlescjue shows; a doctor must treat all 
sick people to the best of his ability; and so on. But most behavior is 
left unregulated by the role and individual variation is permitted. The 
host-guest lelationship sketched above is an example that falls between 
these two extremes. I’his role definc’s the general pattern of host-guest 
inteiaction, but does not specily the exact words to be spoken, the 
particular subjects of conversation, the food and drink to be served, 
or the hour at which the guests should depart. 

Newcomb made a good suggestion in this connection — a distinction 
between role and role behavior: the actual role behavior is a function 
of an individual’s role (and of others’ reciprocal roles) along with vari- 
ous intervening variables deriving from personality and the character- 
istics of the spej[ ific social situation (32). 

Second, as already suggested in comparing cultural, personal, and 
situational roles, we find great variation in breadth or extensiveness. 
A king or president must conform to his role in all public contacts; so 
must a monk or a nun. Other roles are more situationally-linked: a girl 
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may be a “sophisticate" in only one social group; a man may be boss in 
his own office but by no means in his own family, depending on many 
personal factors and specific interactional relationships. 

Similarly, roles differ in continuity or permanence. Cultural roles 
like man and woman, nobleman or outcast, are permanent within a 
society, though their pattern may change slowly over the yeais. Occu- 
pational roles endure after one chooses his vocation. Some roles last 
for a few years — those of debutante or eligible bachelor, for example. 
Still other roles are mote tninsitory, like the pusidency of a club, or 
situational roles such as those mentioned earlier. 

Other aspects and variations of loles could be suggested — for ex- 
ample, prestige and importance, and the case or difficulty in lullulling 
a role. But more important, perhaps, is another consideration: in- 
tegration or conflict among roles. 

All of us enact seveial roles. A college boy may function as a student, 
fraternity member, campus leader, and as a son and brother as well, 
and may play a number of other occasional roles besides. Most persons 
•succeed in carrying out their various roles without disorganization or 
conflict. Some persons, indeed, change easily and skillfully from one 
role to another, accordrng to situational demands, like the suave dip- 
lomat, gracious hostess, or clever salesman. Ilowc‘ver, if the changes arc 
quite abrupt and seem more dramatic than the situations warrant, an 
individual may be considered a chamelcon-likc personality, a poseur, 
or an opportunist. 

Sometimes a person's various roles occasion conflict, especially if 
two loles derive from groups having different standards. When a boy 
from a strict, small- town home background goes away to a university, 
or to a big city, he finds that more sophisticated behavior is demanded 
if he is to be accepted socially. Conformit) to these demands means 
learning roles and values incompatible with existing behavior patterns, 
and is very likely to result in emotional conflict. 

A good illustration of such conflict is furnished by Komarovsky in 
a study of college girls (21). A large number, especially among the 
brighter and more serious students, reported conflict between the 
“feminine” role and that of the career or prolcssional woman. One 
student's father wants her to get an “A" in every subject and to pre- 
pare for a profession. But her mother says “1 hat ‘A' in philosophy 
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is very nice, dear. But please don't become so deep that no man will 
be good enough for you." The student wonders how she is to pursue 
any course singlc-mindedly when those she loves and respects have such 
differing plans and expectations for her. Komarovsky found the college 
woman also in conilict about whether to be herself in relations with 
men or to play the cxpcried feminine role — that of dependence and 
inferiority. Nearly half the inlormants had occasionally "played dumb" 
on dates — concealed academic honors, pietended ignorance, or allowed 
the man the last word in discussion. But they felt hypocritical, and 
decidedly unhappy about the conflicting pressuies exerted u[)on them. 

Is a person cons( ions of the social roles he enacts? The degree to 
which one is conscious o( his behavior is. of course, most difficult to 
determine reliably. However, a few hypotheses may l)e in order — hy- 
potheses based upon introspective and observational evidence. 

For the most j^art peo])le seem unaware that they arc taking or 
playing roles. That is to say, they arc not conscious of the way their 
behavior is patterned and delimited within particular social situations. 
The student and teacher seldom stop to ponder the kinds of behavior 
appropii.^te lo the classroom, each has learned or wc^rked out his role 
and his classroom behavior is congruent with it. Our customary life 
situations — in home, school, office and (ornmunity — are well-defined 
and understood and our behavior within them is performed without 
reflection or conscious decision. 

This is not true, however, lor new and unusual situations. Here one's 
role is not clear and may be the subject of conscious cemsideration. A 
recent recruit into the armed services is acutely aware of the re(|uire- 
ments of his new role. When a young woman sees her cx-fiancc coming 
toward her in a restaurant, she may decide lapidly whether to ignore 
him, to be courteous but distant, to act like an old friend, to behave as 
if things were on the same old basis, or to choose senne other alterna- 
tive. Unfamiliar, unexpected, and critical situations, it would seem, 
facilitate one’s consciousness of his role. 

Again, it seeiiis that the higher the status associated with a person's 
role, the more likely he will be conscicrus of it. Thus a philanthropist, 
community leader, or noted scholar would be conscious of his major 
role but a ward politician, drunkard, or criminal would not. I his hy- 
jiothesis is supported to some extent bv clinical evidence that criminals 
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typically repress awareness of their status and rationalize themselves 
into a more favorable position. The question is related to cgo-involve- 
inenl and the self-image, which will be discussed later. 

Consciousness of one’s roles may also be related to individual differ- 
ences in insight and selt-aw^arcness, or in anxiety. Horncy's characteri- 
zation of the neurotic as one who is acutely concerned about the way 
he appears to others exemplifies sharpened awareness of one’s role 
(* 7 )- 

I'he discussion thus far has treated roles as an aspect of social be- 
havior — of interpersonal relations. Let us turn now to consider roles in 
relation to personality traits of the individual. 

Personality tests are constructed upon the tacit assumption that the 
individiiars social behavior is primarily a iunction of certain enduring 
and measurable traits or tendencies ol j)crsonality. Most cjiiestion- 
naircs, for example, contain items such as these: 

Would you rather spend an evening reading at home than to attend a large 
party? 

Arc you inclined to keep quiet when out in a social group? 

At a reception or tea do yni seek to meet die imjioitant person present? 

Have )ou lound books more interesting than people? 

Do you argue over prices with tradesmen? 

Do you feel as if people are watching you? 

Respondents answer several dozen ejuestions hy indicating “Yes,” 
“No,” or “?.” The answcis arc scored and analyzed in order to slu)W the 
degree to which each jierson is introxerted or extiovertcd, dominant or 
submissive, neiuotic, seU-suflicient, and the like — i.e., to show gen- 
eralized peisonality tendencies. 

riiose taking personality tests, howexer, find it diflicult to answer 
such questions. I hey xxcjndcr which social group is meant — which im- 
portant person, which boc;k, which tradesman? They realize, albeit 
dimly, tliat their behaxicjr cannot be dc'seribed in general terms, but 
that they do have roles in specific situations. 

. The distinction between roles and personality traits was shown strik- 
ingly by Cottrell (7). He read two brief case studies to a class and 
asked for personality trait ratings. One case was a child who was a 
difficult problem in the home — who sulked, fought, bullied younger 
children, and refused to co-operate. The second was a timid, submissive 
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child, bullied b) his schoolmates, a daydi earner in class, etc. The mem- 
bers ol Cottrell’s class rated the first child high on aggicssiveness, lios 
tility, and stubbornness; the second child low on these tiaits. 

llicn Cotiiell inloimed them that the two rases weic one and the 
same childl It was simply a )oungstei who showed moie than average 
\ariation bctwwn home and school beha\ioi — a type of case W'ell- 
known to the dinician. The college students toiind it almost impossi- 
ble to estimate the child’s peisonality tiaits on the basis ol such con- 
flicting data. 

Whether or not “peisonality” vaiies fiom one situation to another, 
consideiable evidence show^s that social behavior does so. Recent stud- 
ies of leadership, lor example, emphasi/e the im|)ortant lunction cjl the 
particular social situation in cletei mining leadership behavioi. along 
with pc*rsonaliiy chiiiac tei islics (eg., 19, 15). 1 he aiithoi and a col- 
league devised an ascendance submission test m which cpiestions cen- 
tcied about one or anothci ol siv scjcial situation classioom, grouj) of 
fiiends, gioups ol sti angers, bo) friend, girl liiend, and salespcojile and 
waiters. Within some ol these situations, collc*ge students showed laiily * 
consisteiu leactions v\luch clifleied liom tlieii hehavioi in other situa- 
tions. Toward sti angers, lor example, the\ tended to be submissive, 
wlieieas with dose liiciuls they weie moie likeh to be ascendant (|2). 

Since pcisonalriv rs inleired laigely liom social IxhaMoi. such data 
cast doubt iijion the constancy ol personality tiaits in geneial. It may 
well be that some aspects ot peisonality aie cjiiite consistent liom one 
situation to anothc'i, v\hile others show great v.n lability. ()i it may be 
that some individuals change little 01 not at all, wdiile otheis adapt 
themselves to dilleient situations. Innihei icseauh is necessaiy. In all 
probability either the “11 ait” 01 the “situationar mtei pi elation, by 
itscdl, will be louiicl extreme. 1 he role concept should be a uselul tool, 
along with die tiait concept, loi studying the lelationship between 
changing situational dem.inds and cnduiing ])crsonality tiends. 

Befoie desciibing leccnt leseaich on loles, a word ol caution is in 
order. As we Ikivc seen, the lole concept is lindimr lavoi among psy- 
chologists, paiticulaily social ps)chologists. Is thcie dangei that it may 
be pushed too far? Is there social behavior which does not have role 
chaiacier? 

Certainly most social interaction has a considerable degree of role 
character, particularly that whidi occurs in institutionalized settings 
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like home, school, office, and church. When a social situation is not 
highly “structured,** in the sense of regulation by established norms, 
role factors are less clear; for example, when asking street directions 
of a stranger. But when social interaction is less casual and more sus- 
tained, roles come into play. If two strangers continue to chat, th^y 
begin to define their relations to each other. Perhaps they discover 
they were both born in the same town, that they have mutual friends, 
that they are both parents of small children, that one was an officer 
and one a private in the last w^ar. Here friendly or hierarcliical kinds 
of relationship emerge and roles begin to opeiate. 

Again, roles appear to be minimal in emergency situations. Estab- 
lished social norms and relationships break down in the face of fire, 
riot, or panic, or under conditions or prolonged deprivation, insecurity 
or crisis, as Sherif has noted (/j4, p. 401). 

I'hough research on roles has not yet progressed very lar, a number 
of studies can be cited. The conformity behavior studied many years 
ago by Floyd Allport and his associates can be considered lole behavior 
(1). Motorists stopping for a red light or Clatliolics perfoimiiig the holy- 
water ceremony are exem]jlifying exjrected behavior with penalties foi 
non-observ ance. 

ProbabI) the fust extensive observational and clinical stud) of roles 
was clone by Waller; in his Sociolo^ of Teaching he described and 
illustrated major aspects of teacher and student roles in our society 
(49> 50). 

Several investigators have studied the lole of the bureaucrat, notably 
Merton (28) and W^aison (52). Reissman recently reported on the char- 
acteristics and attitudes of civil servants in a mid western slate (38) and 
Henry has described personality characteristics important to the role of 
the business executive (16). 

Studies of leadership sometimes focus attention on roles, e.g., the 
assessment procedures of the Office of Strategic: Services during the re- 
cent war (36). Similarly, research in group discussion has disclosed the 
operation of various roles, such as “group task,** “groiip'building,** and 
“irrdividual** roles (3). 

More expci'inrental approaches have also been employed. Hartley 
and others used pictur es and irrterviews to show that cjuite young chil- 
dren identify themselves with ethnic group symbols and can distin- 
guish between various adult roles (13, 14). The author found that 
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questionnaires could be used to discover patterns of approved and 
disapproved behavior in a college community (41). 

A number of investigators have studied role-taking from a more 
clinical standpoint, notably Moreno and his associates (29, 39, 23). 
Dymond and McClelland have reported on personality correlates, 
respectively, of empathy and of role-playing ability (9, 10, 26). 

A few comments are appropriate in conclusion, as to the relationship 
between role and ego or self. In their Psychology of Ego-hivolvr- 
ments, Sherif and Cantril deline the ego as a cluster of constellation 
of attitudes related to what the individual considers “me.’' or 
“mine." These attitudes are affectively charged, they point out, largely 
because many ol them “prescribe the indiNidual’s relationship, status, 
or role with lespect to other individuals or gtoups." I’hat is to say, 
“attitudes related to role or status are ego involved” (45, p. 134). 

If one conceives role as closely akin to status, the relationship be- 
tween role and ego-involvement is clear. But if role is defined in 
broader tenns, as patterned lorms of social interaction, the connection 
seems less obvious. Is a person, lor e.vample, ego-involved with his role 
as father *1 a-lamily, student, or emplo)ce, or with his occasional roles 
as host, guest, or committee member? It seems likely that in so lar as 
the activities constituting a role yield rewards or punishments (c.g., 
prestige, power, disapproval, ostracism), the individual will tend to 
become ego-involved with that role. But il a role l)i ings no particular 
satisfaction or dissatisfaction, ego-involvement will not occur. 

Another aspect of the ego, the “self-image,” is definitely based upon 
roles. The individual’s more or less (oiisciously lormulated idea of him- 
self depends upon his “subjective” roles — his coiueplualization of his 
relationship to others. It may be well that a person has several self- 
images, depending on his major group affiliations and attendant roles 
(see 18, p. 294; 46, p. 170). Furtheimorc, it is quite possible that the 
clearer and more articulate a person's self-image, the more he becomes 
ego-involved with the included roles. I’hus the young lady who thinks 
of herself as the^campus queen is upset when she is lelerred to as merely 
“good-looking.” Or the jirofessor. who fancies himsell as a cariientcr 
and handy-inan-about-the-housc, is delighu*d when someone praises his 
craftsmanship. "I hese comments, howevei, should be considered hy- 
potheses. Greater clarification of the <^oncepts ol role and of ego (self) 
is necessary before their relationship is well understood. 
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In conclusion: Major conceptions of role have been reviewed in this 
paper, ^nd an attempt made to present a definition of role which is 
useful to social psychologists. Such a definition, it was suggested, must 
recognize the cultural fiamewoik of roles, and the personal variations 
(especially the perceptual) on this ceiitial cultuial theme. This is to 
say, it extends the social scientist's ‘'objective" cultural roles in a social 
psychological direction. 

Roles are linked to social situations, but arc learned, perceived, and 
often conceptuali/ed by individuals. I'heir situational character makes 
roles a valuable supplement to, il not a correcti^e ol, personality- 
oriented interpietations ot social behavioi . 

An adecpiate concept ol lole can piovicle needed integration among 
psychologists and social scientisis who, with clilleiing tiaining and 
orientation, aie working toward an understanding ol human social 
behavior. 
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CHAPTER 16 
JTJTJTJTJTJTJTJTJTJTITJTJT^^ 

Psychological Problems of 
Multiple Group Membership 

EUGENE HARTLEY 

Cily Collcj^c of New York 


On being confronted for the first time only a very short time ago by 
the full program for this scries of meetings, it was clear to me that the 
best use of the (ime available lo us this alternoou would probably be tex 
atteiupl to extend the discussion ol the paper of Professor Hughes to 
which we listened last night. It occurred to me, howe\er, that it might 
be of some value to undertake an independent statement in order to 
pnmde data lor a comparison of how a Sociologist and a Psychologist 
might approach the same problem; especially since one of our ob- 
jectives for this conference is to observe the converging tendencies as 
well as the gaj)s in the research frontiers ol social psychology. (The 
difference due to the lact that Professor Hughes dealt with substantive 
material while 1 shall be completely theoretical should not make com- 
parison too diificult.) 

It may be worthwhile to establish at the outset the equivalence of 
our topics (as printed in the program). Dr. Hughes addressed himself 
to the topic “Problems produced by contradictory statuses and roles." 
Roles and statuses stem horn a functional diflercntiation of positions 
within a social group. Since in any one social gnmp, at any given time, 
an individual validates but one position, unless 1 am quite mistaken, 
the problems produced by contradictory roles and statuses must refer 
back to the different reference groups from which those roles and 
statuses have come, and therefore, to the problems produced by an 
individual’s functional membership in a plural number of groups. 
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At the risk of being repetitive, I will proceed with the development 
of my presentation counting on the attitude of polite and sympathetic 
tolerance which in our group is the norm for all variants of definition 
of the generic “seminar auditor” role. I should like to rationalize the 
incomplete nature of the theoretical presentation of the problems I 
am dealing with in order to avoid closure — to induce with respect to 
these 2^roblenis a “Zeigarnik cllect.” 

An examination of the psychological problems of multiple group 
membership in 1950 must have as its subtitle: An Agenda of Unfin- 
ished Business. I'he problems involved have been with us since the 
beginnings of human society and our professional literature lias made 
explicit rcfeiencc to them on many occasions. Nevertheless, psycholo- 
gists have been relatively unresjionsive and little more can be done 
today than to attempt to throw the spotlight on an important but 
generally overlooked research area. 

The concept of the “marginal man” as develojied by Park and by 
Stonecjuist has been a most jiroductive source of data for the clarifica- 
tion of our problem. In his Introduction to Stonequist\s classical study 
(i), Park stated: “The marginal man, as here conceived, is one whom 
fate has condemned to live in two societies and in two, not merely 
different but antagonistic, cultures” (2, p. xv), and a bit lurther on. 
Park continued: “From what has been said one may infer that the 
marginal man is an incidental jiroduct of a process of acculturation, 
such as inevitably ensues when people of different cultures and differ- 
ent races come together to carry on a common life” (2, j). xviii). 

Stonecjuist’s study of the marginal man lociiscs directly on the ?e- 
sultant of such membership in contrasting groups and similar addi- 
tional data are readily lound in the American Youth (Commission stud- 
ies of Negro youth (3); the Indian Education Research Project studies 
among the Navaho, Sioux, and Papago (4); the studies of the Nisei (5), 
the Italian (6), and other second-generation immigrant groups in “the 
melting pot,” and many other fc^rms of ac c uliuiation studies. 

Such studies, however, take as their point of departure contrasting 
pervasive membership groups and provide insight into the geneial 
implications for the over-all personality of the individual who is con- 
fronted by the need to make appropriate adjustments. Today, we may 
go further. 

Before we proceed, it may be well to re-establish the fundamentals of 
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the social psychologist’s appioach to pcisonality. I'o do this I should 
like to cjuotc rathei extensively Jrom The Principles of Psychology, 
by William James — I am suic iii) iiicnds in Soriolog) will paulon my 
ethncK enti ism at this point, no dispaiagement nor neglect of Cooley 
and Mead is intended. 

Pr()perl\ speaking, a tnaii hr as many social selves as thoe aie nidividuals 
xoho leco^nne him and cans an linage (il him in their mind. . . . But .is the 
individuals who e.niv the imagis tall natui.dly into classes, we ma} piactieally 
s.iy that he has .is man) dilloeiit social selves as tluie aie dislinct iijoups of 
p( Isons .ihouL whose opinion he eaics Ih* geneiall) sliows a clilleient side of 
hiinscll, to e.ich ol these chdeicnt gioups M.iii) a )outh who is demure enough 
befoie his parents and teaihiis, swi.iis and sw.iggcis like a ])ii.it( among his 
"tough' voung fiicnds Wc do not show oinsclvis to out (hilclien .is to oiii 
cliil) . . . comj)anions, to oui customeis as to the l.ihorcis we employ, to out 
own m.isters and cmplovcis as to out intimate Incnds. loom this theie results 
wh.it piaeiic.illv is a division ol the man into several selves, and this mav be a 
discordant splitting, as wheie one is ali.iid to let oik set e)l his .Kejiiaint.inees 
know him as he is elsewluie, or it nia\ be a peilcetly h.iimonious division ol 
labor, .IS where one tendei to his (hilehcn is steon to tlie soldieis oi prisoners* 
undei his eommand (7, 1, 2<)i) 

\nel a bit fuithei on, James consideis the rivalry and eonflict of the 
dilleient selves thus: 

AVith inosi ob]((ts ol disiic, phvsieal nature lestnrts our (hone to but one of 
many rcpii anted goods, and even so it is heie. I am olten eonlronted by the 
iieicssity ol standing b) one ol ni) empirical selves, and n'iinijinshing the rest. 
Not that 1 would not, if 1 could, be both handsome .ind lat .ind well elicssed, 
and a great .ithlele, and make a million a )eai, be » wit, a hon xnvaiii, and a 
l.adykillci, as well as a philosojiher, .1 phil.inthiopisl, si iiesmaii, wariioi, and 
Afiiean exploiei, as well as .1 "tone poet” and saint. But the thing is simply 
impossible. I he million. iiii s woik would run eoin .ei lo llu saint’s, the bon- 
xnvant .irid the phil.inthiopisl would tup eich othei up the philoseipher and 
the ladv killer could not well kcej> house in the s.ime tenement of elay (7, I, 

At this point 1 will stop the (|uotalion lor in his fiiither development 
of the theme, James emphasizes the selection oi a single self and the 
suppiession ol othei possible alleinativcs. Lssentiallv he resolves the 
problems of eonlliet among altein Hives by assuming repression of all 
but one. Though his discussion starts, as we have noted, with an em- 
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phasis on the multiplicity of selves, in his elaboration he shifts to a 
more unitary conception. 

An extract from Stonequist’s report maintains the perspective a bit 
more consistently from our point of view: 

The concept of role in the group provides a frame of reference within which 
various traits play their parts both as causes and consequences of the role. 
Thus intelligence may help to make an individual into a leader, and the role 
of leadership in turn produces certain personality traits, such as self-confidence. 
But, since the individual usually belongs to several groups in each of which he 
has a role, his personality has multiple facets, 'rhente arises the problem of 
harmonizing and integrating his various sehes, so that a stable character and 
meaningful inner life can be achieved. To the degree that the individual lives 
in a society where change is rapid, and where dillerent codes of conduct exist, 
his problem of achieving a harmonious personality and a stable character is 
correspondingly increased (i, p. 210). 

Here we have our problem somewhat more directly stated, first with 
respect to the “individuar' in terms of multiple group memberships 
providing a multiplicity ol roles which are to be integrated into a more 
pervasive personality or character (in James's terminology, the integra- 
tion of the selves and the ego, the mo's and the I), and second with 
respect to the societal and cultural factors which influence the estab- 
lishment of obstacles to such integiation. 

Linton's restatement ol this general approach in what is currently 
called “status personality" theory raises the problem again, but adds 
little to the phase that concerns us here. Alter offering redelinitic^ns 
of the terms status and role and illustrating ihe multiplicity oi roles as 
a funcition of the many statuses (or positions) the individual has, Lin- 
ton states: 

The fact that the individual’s various statuses are activated at different times 
prevents a head-on collision. . . . 

In the rare cases in which, through some accident, statuses whose roles are 
fundamentally incompatible loiivcrgc upon the .same individual, we have the 
material of high tragedy ... (8, p. 80). 

Such conflicts rarely aiise in primary scjcietics or even within larger social 
groupings which have persisted for some time and developed well -Integra ted 
cultures. However, they may become fairly Irecpient under the conditions ex- 
isting in our current society. Under the neccs.sity of reoiganiziiig our social 
structure to meet the needs of a new technology and of a spatial mobility un- 
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paralleled in human history, our inherited system of statuses and roles is break- 
ing down; while a new system, compatible with the actual conditions of mod- 
ern life, has not yet emerged. The individual thus finds himself frequently 
confronted by situations in which he is uncertain both ol his own statuses and 
roles and of those of others. He is not only compelled to make choices, but 
also can feel no certainty that he has chosen correctly and that the reciprocal 
behavior of others will be that which he anticipates on the basis of the statuses 
which he has assumed that they occupy. 'Ihis results in numerous disappoint- 
ments and frustrations (8, pp. 81-82). 

Time after time we are led to the brink, but practically never does 
the analysis flow over into the' psychological processes involved. I’he 
problem is not a minor one; prac tic'ally, it concerns us all in very much 
of our functioning. It is involved in daily incidents, not solely in criti- 
cal events. Consider, for example, in my own case— when I was invited 
to participate in this series of meetings, my decision involved the inter- 
action of my prolessional and family group memberships. At the be- 
ginning of the fortnight I had scheduled for the preparation of this 
paper, I was called for jury duty. My conflict did not involve ambiva- 
lence UAvard service, but rather the mutually exclusive recjuirements 
of my college group membership, my conference group membership, 
and my community group membership. (Oh, yes, I servc'd.) At the 
present moment, 1 am relating myself to you in a role defined by our 
common conference grouj), though there is a strong temptatic^n to yield 
to the mote informal friendship-group derived role which I have with 
many of you and which I anticipate during the discussion period may 
obtain. 

At home, when my daughters raise questions about their school-day, 
their teachers, their classmates, do 1 respond wiih.'n the attitude and 
value framewcuk of my respectable middle-class position, my profes- 
sional orientation, my teacher loyalties, my fatlier role? Most, well, if 
not literally most, certainly many social situations are potentially as 
ambiguous, as capable of being structured and restructured in different 
ways, as any ir\jc.-l)lot. 

Lest we get the impression from the references to our contempora^, 
rapidly changing society that conflict of group memberships is his- 
torically a new problem, let me cite a lew illustrations from an earlier 
day. The mutiny of the British beet in 1797 offers many interesting 
examples. The war with France had started in 1793 and by 1797 Eng- 
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land stood practically alone, her major allies defeated and Napoleon 
Bonaparte brilliantly victorious. The seamen, subjected to many 
abuses, after a series of vain eflbrts to secure improvement of their lot, 
finally organized and on the ifith of April, when Lord Bridport or- 
dered the CJiannel Fleet to put to sea, the sailors refused. The Navy 
w^as in open mutiny, and in the midst of the prosecution of a war. This 
is not the place to go into a discussion of the events leading up to the 
mutiny nor the way in wliich it was resolved. For those interested, I 
can heartily recommend a pei usal of "‘'Fhe Floating Republic** by G. E. 
Manwaring and B. Dobree (9). Only two incidents are of particular in- 
terest to us here. 1 he mutineers insisted that they were loyal English- 
men, loyal to iheir king and country, but that they were rebelling 
against the administration within the Admiralty. They announced 
publicly that tlie\ would maintain their ships in seaworthy condition, 
and if the enemy lleet set forth, they would sail to do them battle, but 
that otherwise they would not lilt anchor nor o])ey the commands of 
the officers until their giicvances were adjusted. On the lytli of April, 
the Romney and the Venus tvere detailed for convoy duty to New- 

t 

foundland, but their ciews lefused to set sail, prefening to stand by the 
mutineers. The General Assembly of Delegates, the central governing 
body of the mutinous fleer, however, expiessed the “desire and earnest 
wish’* that the two crews comply with the ordeis, and on the 20th they 
did (9, p. /|()). Here the mutineers felt that their national group mem- 
bership required a coiitinuame of tiade, as well as sympathy from the 
trading middle class for their cause — in ellect they established common 
group membership w ith the populace while retaining their disciplined 
mutiny against the Admiialty. 

The second incident 1 find even more startling as evidence of the 
operation of the national group membership lunctioning in the midst 
of what must have been a situation Iraught wath tremendous affect, 
that is membership of sailors mutinying in time of war. . . on 
Wednesday, fthc| 19th the Prince of Wurttemberg — who was about to 
marry the Princess Royal — (ame to Portsmouth to receive its freedom. 
Lords Spencer and Bridport, with Sir William Pitt, Governor, took him 
round the Fleet in all the gay panoply of the commissioner’s barge” (9, 
jj. 54). Can you picture the situation . . . the First Lord of the Ad- 
miralty, the Admiral of the Fleet, and the Governor taking a distin- 
guished foreign visitor on a tour of stale through their Fleet in full 
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mutiny; and — the sailors in lull mutiny turning out to “salute the 
cruising dignitaries"? 

The annals oi mutiny and piracy ate replete with material Joi anal- 
ysis of muliiple group mein her ship, but I loel that for the piesent 
enough has been piesented to establish the validity of looking to the 
reference gioups ol the individual to understand the tole he assumes 
in structuring a social stimulus field. 

IDENTIFICATION 

As a first step in oui analysis ol the general problem, J would like to 
consider the nature ol identiftcation with a group. The inlant, born 
into a family, plays a role in the group, but until in some way he t'stab- 
lislies the boundary, dc\ clops a ssmbol nhich uill ser\c to represent 
the larnily group as distinct from out-groups, or even a generalized not- 
fainily category, he can hiUdly be sard to have developed a group 
identification. Oiten wc find in developmental studies identification 
with a verbal symbol before the term is understood in a conventional 
way. The child who is taught a sex identificatioir as bo) or girl be- • 
comes atiaclKcl to the word, ego-involved with the symbol, long belore 
there is anv ap])rc( lation ol the social significance of the term. Studies 
ol the development ol identification as Negro, Jew, \meiican show 
similar trends. By the time the child is ", or h )ears old, in our societv, 
he tends to have siuh ethnic identifications, but until he is 9 or 10 he 
is unable to deal witli the sort ol abstract concepts uetessary to undcr- 
st«incl the lull implications ol these terms (10). Never tireless, the group 
identification funitions in his own age integration as well as tor the 
jrercc pticnis ol others in dealing with him as a sor^’ d stimulus. 

\t the more mature level, not onl) does the ini’r idiial identify with 
the verbal symbol lor the gioup, but this process is reinforced through 
iiilegratiori with the variety ol denotational and connotational mean- 
ings wlrich the svmbol has lor him. The person can articulate a con- 
sensually validated symbol tor his group membeiship and be reason- 
ably accuiate^in delimiting his IcTlow members and in identifying 
through appropriate tests who is and who is not a member of the 
group. 

Where wc are dealing with an individual whose allective organiza- 
tion irrvolvcs rejection of a gioiij membership, 1 would expect the 
same cognitive jrrocesscs to be involved, that is, sjmbolization and 
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delimitation, but integrated in a different fashion into the dynamics 
of the personality. Just as recent experimental studies have demon- 
strated that words with negative connotations require more illumina- 
tion before the threshold for perception is reached than do neutral 
or positively toned words (e.g., ii) and by virtue of the significant 
resistance to response indicate that in some way the organism has per- 
ceived them; so might we assume that there is comparable unconscious 
perception of denied or rejected group membership. 

GROUP ROLE 

Systematic studies in social psychology generally conceive of roles as 
differentiii lions within the social aggregate which originated to facili- 
tate the successful prosecution of the group tasks. Each role is defined 
in terms of its reciprocal relationships with other roles in the group. 
Each role-player, therefore, must function in terms of acceptable ex- 
pectancies of other roles with which he is interrelated. "Mie role is 
essentially defined by what the members of a group expect of an indi- 
vidual who occuj)ics any given position in the group. As a incmher of 
the group, an individual shares with others, within the limits of the 
variability which might be expected under the geneial rubric of “indi- 
vidual differences, “ and expects this behavior of himsell when he occu- 
pies a particular position. His general group inembershij) thus estab- 
lishes his perlormance goal, his ego-ideal for that paiticular function. 

Varying with the si/e of the group, its complexity, the actual inter- 
action of the individual members, the mobility within the group, each 
individual, though he plays but one role, shares in the definition of 
others through his expectancies which function as demands on those 
individuals playing the other roles with which he interacts. To this 
extent, the individual, while playing his role, is practising other roles 
and assimilates a mastery of the variety of the intra-group roles to 
which he has access. It should be noted that our emphasis here is on 
the role definition, what is expected of an individual in a given posi- 
tion. In actual practice, though he may share such exoectancies, he 
may not have the skills required nor the temperaments appropriate 
for a successful performance in the role. 

However, an individual often finds himself in a situation in which 
his role is that of a representative of a group. In the field of interna- 
tional negotiations, delegates from different countries will often have 
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carefully designated roles. They will partake of a conference role as a 
national representative. When delegates are instructed, the factors 
governing much of their functioning within the conference are suffi- 
ciently obvious to require little attention from a psychologist. But 
what of the uninstructed delegate? What of the completely untrained 
group representative? The individual who is well integrated into a 
group, is thoroughly familiar with numerous intra-group role require- 
ments, suddenly finds himself in a social situation with an out-grouper 
in which his role is essentially that of an uninstructed, untrained group 
representative. Let me illustrate this to provide a more concrete form 
for our thinking. When I talk with my colleagues at the City College 
in New York, my role as a member of the Psychology Department is 
reasonably precise and well-practised. When I talk with one of my 
neighbors who teaches History at another inslitiition, I find myself 
speaking as a City (College man. When I develop a social relationship 
with fellow psychologists, T am a social psychologist; if I finil myself 
in other contexts, 1 may be an academician, a social scientist, a pro- 
fessional, an intellectual, a New Yorker, an Easterner or an American. • 
In such «.ases my lole is that of an undifTcrentiatccl representative of 
a group, a group n)le, ratlier than the social role wc generally think of, 
a difTctentiation within a group. 

GROUP STATUS 

Just as we customarily think of lole as dilleicntiation within a group, 
so do wc think of status as stemming from the hieiarchical arrange- 
ment of positions within the group. But in a situation in which an 
individual plays a group role his status will sten. from the group as a 
whole and not from his particular position in tb' gioup; he will have 
the group's status. W^hen 1, a teacher, talk with a successtul business- 
man about living comforts, 1 have, essentially, a low status. AVhen 1, a 
City College person, talk with a representative of another college, to 
achieve high status. I’ll talk basketball. 

ETHNOCENTRISM 

If the presentation to this point is acceptable, that is that group role 
and group status are valid concepts phenomenologically, then we must 
acknowledge the extension that the interaction of two individuals each 
playing a group role can only occur within the framework of some 
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larger common group membership. Certainly group status is com- 
pletely meaningless unless taken within the framework of a larger com- 
mon group membership. My illustration of relating to the businessman 
is predicated on the comparative positions of teachers and entrepre- 
neurs in the framework of earners; basketball is a determinant of status 
within the frame of reference of sport fans. Our group role, our group 
status arc still differentiations within a larger, more inclusive group. 
BUT it may well be that the larger group is one lor which we have little, 
if any, feeling of idem ifical ion, and little, if any, experience in role- 
playing. The individual who plays a grouj> role without awareness of 
and practice in the larger group cannot relate to others smoothly. 

In the leference to the mutinous fleet at Portsmouth, earlier, to my 
relations with my children, and with the national delegate to the 
United Nations General Assembly or the Congressman or the State 
Legislator or the campus student-government members, the imiltij)Iic- 
ity of group memberships are expected, the aliernnte frames of refer- 
ence clear, and the expectancies of interaction shared. The problem 
'which may arise is the selection of a particular relcrence group which 
will structure the situation for the individuals. Where an individual 
is playing a gioup lole and unaware of the rc(|iiirements in the larger 
group context, he will tend to play it in accord with the unilaterally 
derived definition stemming from the group it sell. Such a grouji role, 
unchecked by recognition of recipiocal responsibilities and needs to 
co-operate, to share in the goal strivings with othet groups, will almost 
inevitably be one, of exaggeiated self-importance to which terms like 
conceited, overbearing, egotistical might be applied — in short, an illu- 
sion of pcispective because only a single stimulus point is available 
without an anchoiage j^oint or an attendant l»amc of reference, in 
short, almost back to the autokinetic phenomenon. Failure to adjust 
to the multiple group membership, to a lecognition ol the common 
ground of a larger common group gives us ethnocentrism. 

Illustrative of the ineffectiveness of certain forms of education to 
overcome ethnocentrism is the anecdote which concluded with the 
proof that English is the best language in the world — take knife for 
example. The Germans call it Messer, the French call it canif, the 
Danes call it kniv, while the English call it Imife, and that’s what it 
really is. 

Ethnocentrism in one form or another is a major obstacle to the 
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development of the sort of world we all seek. It is to be found as a 
component in all inter-group conflicts at the international and local 
levels. Individual A playing a group role A interacts with lndi\idual 
B playing group role B. Unless there is recognition of the common 
group C within which each has a })art, A will attempt to deal with B in 
the light of the noirns of A, that is. ethno- or socioccntrically. Such 
behavior cannot ])C compleicly sensible to B if he is functioning with- 
out regal d to A norms. Improvement in the relationship will arise as 
each discovers C, tJie conunon gi'oup, identifies with it, and learns his 
social role within this Iramework. Of course, some situations lead to 
an accommodation pattern in which, tlnough a differential in power, 
B, for examjde, is absorbed into the A norms and plays a role defined 
by the dominant A norms. Kxperience with this form of adjustment in 
minority group relations, industiial relations and international rela- 
tions wotild suggest that this lately, it e\er, is acceptable to group B 
individuals since the loweied status within A presents too great a con- 
trast with the self roles which stem iioin R. 

riie analysis here is, ol (otirse, (ompletely abstract, but I think, 
there would be little dillKult) in applying it to our major social con- 
flicts. Developing suitable educational procedures might be very clifli- 
(tih when there is little tangibility to the larger common groups and 
little op)>oitunit\ to practice the roles that would be approjrriate for 
group rejnesentatives in such a context — but that is another i^roblem. 

I’o this ])oint, regardless ol how others may perceive it, I feel I am 
on relatively solid ground. But this changes as soon as I confront the 
problem: If A knows his via-U group relationshij), why does he at times 
deal with B on the basis ol A alorre or of D? Why, during the war, did 
people interact so often on the basis ol their nadonal group member- 
ship, and since the war, revert to interactioir on the basis ol their vari- 
ous sub-group memberships? ^Vhy, in any one situation where several 
alternative Iramcs ol relercnce arc ecjually valid, will one rather than 
another be selected? The jnobleiii is essentially similar to that which 
confronts the#tiident ol thinking — how and wh) does one rather than 
another mode of attack c'lnerge to strut tine the lield for an iirdividual 
— except that more ego is involved in the social functions than in 
ordinary problem solving. 

Since in my posing of the probh'ra I am deliberately barring situa- 
tional factors from being definitive, I am forced to turn for suggestions 
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to learning theory, perception theory, motivation theory — in short, to 
fundamental personality theory. 

Though from many points of view, particularly within the audience, 
the time allotted this paper is over-long — it does not permit even a be- 
ginning to be made in the development of a coherent synthesis from 
the wide variety of fundamental psychological theories that would have 
to be brought to bear on our problem, and of course, there are many 
others present who are far more competent to do it than 1. 

SELF AND EGO 

Unwilling, therefore, to turn to general psychology at this time, I 
should like to continue the discussion within the same frame of refer- 
ence I have been using. The emphasis on the multiplicity of organized 
social selves within the individual does not by any means imply a 
rejection of some basic principles of organization which may be re- 
ferred to as a master self, an ego back of the selves, an functioning 
along with many “me's.” Consider the evidence for such an “I" in our 
tendency to recognize certain groups as appropriate for us and others 
as inappropriate. Some roles would be in conflict; others, congruent. 
The physician can not identify with undertakers any more than his 
patients could accept such a role combination. The scientist and thug, 
the prizefighter and beautician, these arc incongruent roles, incon- 
gruent group memberships not only in our perceptions of others but in 
our perception of ourselves. Once group identifications have been es- 
tablished, wc cannot identify with certain other groups and retain our 
integrity — that is, our integration. 

Genetically viewed, the baby born into a family has its first social 
learnings within the family milieu, learns its role, develops a self- 
image in the light of its social treatment by parents and sibs. As the 
child grows and begins to establish relations in other social groups, 
the first approaclies will tend to be on the basis of the child's previous 
experiences. The rejected child will expect rejection, the accepted 
child will expect acceptance, and each child will behavo in accordance 
with his expectations. Within obvious limits, further, the child will be 
treated in accordance with his expectancies. This tends to establish a 
certain amount of consistency, but as experiences continue within an 
ever-expanding number of groups with norms derived from more 



MULTIPLE GROUP MEMBERSHIP 383 

varied sources, diflferentiation ensues and divergent selves may be seen. 
But before he can accept identification with a new group, it must be 
congruent with an old. Once in a group, his line of development might 
be quite different from what would have been expected from an out- 
grouper's perspective, but the original step was within the framework 
of a previously integrated pattern. Group memberships are not all 
ascribed, most are achieved, many at considerable cost. Why do people 
join clubs, go to college, train for professions? It is because of past 
group memberships that they wish to establish new ones.^ 

I would expect, therefore, that the dynamics of development as de- 
scribed by the clinician, whether directive or non-directive, would con- 
tribute to our understanding of the j^rogressive differentiation of selves 
from ego, of me*s from 1, and the dynamic of the relation of the resid- 
ual ego to its parts and the development at times of resyntheses among 
the parts. 

The functioning of master self-image in the determination of spe- 
cific group selves may be seen in the social psvchology of status. Hy- 
man’s brilliant study of subjective status not only introduced the con- 
cept of releience group but provided much empirical data concerning 
self-estimates of status. Among these substantive findings is evidence 
that there tends to be substantial agreement between self-rating 
on “general status” and the sum ol the self-ratings on the major specific 
dimensions of status for his subjects (12). Does this mean that the sub- 
jective general status is simply the subjective summation of specific 
statuses? Far from it. Benoit-Smullyan suggested an equilibration hy- 
pothesis — that the individual ancliors himself at the point of his high- 
est status in any one dimension and tries to bring bis status in all other 
dimensions up to a comparable point (13). Corroborative data for the 
equilibration hyj)Othcsis have been obtained in an Honors study at the 
City College. This study used an adaptation of Hyman's scale and had 
the respondents indicate both their present and desired subjective gen- 
eral status in five dilierent reference groups. The data thus permitted 
objectification^* crude though it may have been, of both present posi- 
tion and aspirations in each of several different groups. As was to have 
been expected in accordance with the equilibration hypothesis, the 

iThis discussion is summarized from a portion of ilic manuscrip't of a text in social 
psychology being prepared in collaboiatioi with Ruth E. Hartley. 
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strivings of individuals in the reference gioups in which they rated 
their status lowest was significantly greater than their strivings in the 
groups in which they rated their present status highest (14). 

Such evidence would suggest that the individual has a generalized 
image of his self which serves as a goal, an aspiration level to define 
his beha\ior in the dillerent reference groups. 

I repeat, explanation of selectivity among the selves will in part 
come from analysis of the relation between the selves and the “I.*' I am 
aware that in this audience there may be considerable objection to the 
terminology I have been using. Ego, Self, integration have various con- 
notations. I am not ego-involved in the words, but T am in the con- 
cepts. If ‘‘functional relatedncss*' [of “selves’*] is denotationally the 
same as “ego” in my use of the word, I would willingly make an ex- 
change. Rut T feel that an understanding of the dynamics of functional 
rclatcdness — the nature of ego — can in large measure be improved 
through genetic study, through examination of the life history of the 
individual. 

• A second approach to the study of the interaction of the functional 
group memberships of the individual is synchronic rather than dia- 
chronic. Gregory Bateson, in his analysis of the Naven ceieniony 
among the latmuls of New Guinea, found that a useful concept was 
one which he names “schismogeiiesis” and which he defined as “a ptoc- 
css of differentiation in the norms of indixidual l)elia\ior resulting 
from cumulative interaction between individiiah” (15, p. 175). He 
identified two loryis of schismogenesis: 

(1) symmetrical in which each behavior calls forth similar but 
more intense forins of response, and 

(2) complementary in which each behavioi indiucs more intense 
manifestation of a polar foim of rcsj:)onse. 

Illustrations of the symmetrical schismogenesis may be seen in the 
rivalry of two children, starting with “My father can lick your lather” 
and going on to a fitting climax, and in the interaction among tlie 
Bulldogs and the Red Devils as it developed in stage three of Professor 
Shcrirs exciting and stimulating study, the preliminary report on 
which was presented before us on Sunday. Complementary schismo- 
gencsis is often seen in the interaction of two individuals, one slightly 
more dominant than the other. I'he submissiveness of cme calls forth 
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more dominance of the other which increases the submissivencss of 
the first which is stimulus for still greater dominance and so on. 

Bateson's presentation outlines a considerable extension of the 
theory of schismogenesis, utlizing illustrations and suggesting applica- 
tions in the field of inter-group relations, inter-individual relations, 
and intra-individual relations. 

My preliminary explorations in search of a suitable methodology for 
testing some liypoiheses about schismogenesis are still too feeble to 
permit discussing. I am convinced, however, that empirical, controlled 
studies can he fruitfully developed in this area and that the principles 
of interaction among the systc^ns within the individual can be experi- 
mentally studied. Some of my colleagues with whom I have discussed 
schismogenesis informally confess to a certain distaste lor the word. 
Again, I must insist on holding no brief for any j)articular nomencla- 
ture, but I do wish to emphasi/e the need for studying further the 
dynamic relationships among the group memberships, among the roles 
within the indiviclnal. Whether we elaborate and test the hypotheses 
of Bateson or use the Adlerian conception of compensation or some 
othei, tlie prohlcm is capable ol analysis and warrants, even demands, 
attention. 

On Sunday, Professoi Sheri! presented a preliminary account of 
some ot the data of one oL the most stimulating studies ol inter-group 
relations I know ol. \Vc do not have the full details of the study avail- 
able as yet. I should like to extend my remarks, if he will permit, along 
the lines of thinking stimulated by liis presentation. You recall, of 
course, that two small groups ol boys, completely comparable, organized 
the Bulldogs and Red Devils undei experimental conditions. Competi- 
tive attitudes developed, and weie tostered, betv\(t‘n the grou])s. In the 
lace of prospective deleat, the attitudes in one group became exceed- 
ingly bitter. When a frustialion in the form of an apparent act of ag- 
gression by one group was intioduced into the situation, hostilities 
broke out and open conllic t ensued. 

Before we proceed to elaborate studies of basic personality, of the 
forms in which aggressive impidses are customaiily dealt with, of the 
frustration-aggression hypotheses, of the application of fundamental 
cognitive, learning or judgment theories, ought wc not, as Prolessor 
Sheril suggested, develop an analvsis of the influence of the alternate 
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frames of reference? It seemed clear that the development of a pattern 
of physical violence indirectly and directly expressed might well refer 
back to the general peer culture mentioned in the discussion of Dr. 
Barker's paper on Monday and the stockpiling of ammunition back to 
the still more general American norm. 

Ought we not in our researches be seeking for the shifts in applica- 
ble reference groups? 11 behavior is referred to group norms, if the in- 
dividual has many group memberships, if the regnant norms may be 
that of a social group not physically ])rescnt, 1 would search in such 
dimensions to account for changes in social behavior. 1 would expect 
that our tasks as social psychologists would be to elaborate descriptions 
in such tcims before seeking the exjilanatory concepts of either general 
psychology or of institutional analysis. If this is our task, then social 
psychologists, whether drawn from anthroj^ology, psychology, or sociol- 
ogy, have the same job, can use the same liaine of relerence and can 
su[)plement one another by elaborating dillerent dimensions of ex- 
planatory concepts. 
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A Preliminary Experimental Study 
of Inter-Group Relations' 

MUZAFER SHERIF 

Univcisitv of Oki.ihoma 


The main aim ot this jiajK'i is to f*i\c a siminuuv lepoit of a jirclimi- 
nary experiment dealing with intci gioiip iclations. It ma) be iclc\ant 
.at the outset to state briefly the appioachcs Ic.iding to the lonnulatioii 
of the study and hypotheses to lie tested. Natuially the design and the 
points which will be paititiilarly stiessed follow the leads fiom these 
approaches. 

The topic of intci -gioup relations is the most complex, the most 
baffling of all social psychological jirobleins. This statement is, of 
couise, a confession of ignotaiue. "Ihc study of group lelations on the 
psychological side alone neitssaiily involves all ma]oi topics of psy- 
chology — motivation, ]udgment, pel (Option, Icaining, attitudes, ego- 
invohements, effects oi social situations, etc. These major topics arc 
each in iheinsclves far lioiii being settled inarteis; they are still con- 
troversial topics. Some psychologists seem to advocate that hoin a 
strictly scientific point of view it might he wise to postpone tackling 
the problem of grerup lelations until the basic topics of psychology 
are inoie or less established beyond being meiely so many points ot 
view ol different schools. 

But in the present-day world of flux, tension, and c conflict among 
human groupings, the ccmcein over group relations has forced itself 
int(3 the foieground. As a consec|ucncc, seveial univeisities and othei 

‘ riic fullei account of the study '\ill t)c Jiidudcd in the book being prepared b> 
the author on p^oup lelations, to be published by IJarpei. 
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organizations are lapidly making provision lor the study of group rela- 
tions. An ever-increasing number of social psychologists and men in 
related fields are moving to contentiate theii work in this area. Taking 
note of the feeble and helpless state of academic discipline of social 
science today in compaiison to the startling new developments in 
physical sciences, an increising numbei ol writers point out the ur- 
gency ol making rapid strides in the study ot human relations. 

Although the need is urgent, real jjrogiess in the study ol groups is 
still impeded by the well-v\oin grooves ol ceitain historical ajjproaches 
which were based on insufficient data and hence were one-sided. The 
alternative on the positive side is not the (leatioii ol .i vast new termi- 
nology. W'c can more safely pioceed by following the leads of a few 
well-giounded lines ol I acts, which seem to be converging. 

One such well groin uled line is the fact that tire individual reacts 
differ entiall) as a membei of group situations as compared with indi- 
vidual situations, llis |uclgments, his percejitions, and his motives in 
group situations are clcteimin(‘d not onlv by the nidividaul character- 
istics that he brings into the situation, but also by the structural props 
ertu's of the gioup situation and his particular place in it. By stim- 
tural pi Opel tics ol group situations 1 mean simply the reciprocal 
functional relationships that operate between diireient parts in a given 
situation at a given time 1 his basic fact lias bc^come almost a truism in 
social psycholog) on the basis ol experiments carried out during the 
last two dc’cades. 1 he differential effects ol even transitory group situa- 
tions on vaiious ])S\tliol()gical processes such as “association" and affec- 
tivity, etc., wtic almost without cxc caption discovered in the cxpeii- 
nrents ol the picvious decades. I he vaiied ^^wlings ol this eailiei 
period conceining such clillcieiitial effects accjuu' more intc'giated sig- 
nificance when viev\ed in terms of the structural effects mentiemed 
above, ladiei than as meielv added or subti acted “social increments" 
and “social decrements." In short, the differ ciitial effect ol gioup situa- 
tions is not an additive process. 

Such cliffc'K‘ntial reactions do not pop up suddenly in group situa- 
tions alone, lire judgment ot a stniuilus within or outside of a scale, 
within limits, is not deteimined onl) by its individual pioiierties, but 
also by its lelation to othei parts ot the scale which set the limits, that 
is, the main anchoring points. I kewise, piojierties ol a perception 
arc determined by the iccipiocal effects of all internal and external 
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factors that operate at the given time, the totality of which constitute 
the frame of reference of the reaction in question. If even the percep- 
tion of simple lines and circles is determined not only by their own 
properties in isolation, but as structurally affected by the presence of 
other stimuli at the moment, it is a sterile effort to try to build up the 
account of reactions of the individual members in social situations on 
the basis of the discrete accounts ol the individual and stimulus situa- 
tion. This consideration becomes even more imperative when we real- 
ize that social situations are more complex and at times more com- 
pelling than the presence of lines or other stimuli in the proximity, or 
than some experimentally introduced anchorages. 

The above line of evidence was included in this chapter after some 
hesitation. It is stated and demonstrated in any elementary textbook. 
Yet the implications of this basic fact for our problem and certain 
historically important modes of approach arc crucial. 

For example, in his “Group Psychology and Analysis of the Ego" (i), 
Freud states: “From our point of \iew we need not attribute so much 
importance to the appearance of new characteristics. For us it would be 
enough to say that in a group the individual is brought under condi- 
tions which allow him to throw off the repressions of his unconscious 
instincts, llie apparently new characteristics which he then displays 
are in fact the manifestations of this unconscious, in which all that 
is evil in the human mind is contained as a predisposition" (pp. 9-10). 

It seems to me that the whole indication of the findings of the ex- 
perimental work of the last fifteen years or so is in the opposite direc- 
tion — that is, in the direction of emphasi/ing the major importance of 
the riew characteristics generated in group situations. In the current at- 
tempts to eliminate prejudice, hostility, and other harmful attitudes, 
and to build up new identifications, the positive effects of the group 
situations are being brought into the foreground as perhaps the most 
effective method. 

To be sure, there are cases of group situations which produce effects 
conducive to aggressive, cruel, and impulsive actions on ^hc part of an 
individual member (e.g., a lynching party). I’hese cases represent one 
kind of the differential effects of group situations. On the other hand, 
there are other cases of the differential effects ol group situations which 
are conducive to behavior of a high degree of cooperation, solidarity. 
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and, at times, self-sacrifice hardly possible if the individual stopped to 
calculate in isolation the pros and cons of the consequences. 

Another example of such one-sided emphasis in dealing with group 
relations is represented by the attempts to solve everything through 
leadership alone. Of course leadership is important and exerts greater 
influence in the orieniaiioti of the group, for good or for bad, than do 
other parts of the group. But this influence of leadership is limited 
within certain bounds. Leaders who go too far beyond these bounds 
are repudiated. The leadership position is also within the hierarchical 
scale of positions of the group. The attempts based on the assumption 
of unlimited powers of leadership in the solution of group problems 
do not, therefore, promise solutions of lasting value. 

Of course, the most flagrant illustration of misleading and, in this 
case, thoroughly untenable aj>proaches is any racist doctrine which at- 
tempts to explain the gaj3s and conflicts among human groupings on 
the basis of alleged inherent superiority or inferiority of the groups 
in question. To this audience I hardly need mention the fallacy of race 
doctrines. Such doctrines are nothing but self-righteous justificatiom 
of the beivcficiary groups for the purpose of perpetuating existing in- 
ter-group relationships. 

The adequate line of approach to the problem of grouj) relations is, 
then, the study of the experience and behavior of individuals in intra- 
group and inter-group relations as affected by tlie group situation and 
group membership. Theretore, it becomes imperative to study the in- 
dividuars inter-group behavior on the level of differential experience 
and behavior as affected by his actual participation in the group ac- 
tivity in progress or as affected by his membership in Ins group when 
he is reacting alone to other groups or their mciubers. This does not 
preclude the study of his sjHcial personal motives, attitudes, intelli- 
gence, and other individual capatities. On the ^.ontrary, the very notion 
of differential experience and bchavioi is meaningless unless two kinds 
of data are related to each other: (i) data concerning individual mo- 
tives, attitudes, characteristics, and capacities of the individual, ( 2 ) data 
concerning products generated in the group situation. 

In concrete terms this means the necessity for studying group rela- 
tions on the group level. It is almost stupid to make tautological state- 
ments like this, but, unfortunately the tenacity of outworn approaches 
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forces one to make such statements. The extrapolation from the in- 
dividual motives, attitudes, characteristics, traits, and capacities alone 
in explaining group phenomena have led us up blind alleys. As psy- 
chologists, even of the social brand, neither can we be satisfied by 
merely noting the characteristic leatures and trend of the group as a 
whole; we must make our observations in terms of the reactions of 
single individual members and as intensively as possible. Therefore, at 
this early stage, we, as social psychologists, can deal only with intra- 
and inter-group relations of small groups, whose individual members 
can be singled out and observed in space and time. Since small groups 
do possess at least the minimum structural characteristics or features 
of groups of any size, the likelihood is that we can more eflcctively ex- 
tend the generalizations obtained from them to the inter-group rela- 
tions of larger social units than has been the case heretolorc. 

The informally or spontaneously structured small groups such as 
cliques and gangs arc panic ulaily suited for our purpose. The forynally 
organized small groups, such as an army squad or staff members of a 
university department, have features which make them unsuitable for 
such studies. In the formally organized gioups there are too many 
outside pulls and pushes which aie themsehes highly com|)lex. For 
example, in a formally organized small group, such as a small army 
unit, the statuses oi members are assigned from without, as arc the 
major rules and regulations. 

In informally or spontaneously structured small groups, whatever 
status a member ac/juires, and the upward or downward shills fiom it, 
are determined by the interaction of iiicli\idual members within the 
group, each member with ascertainable personal motives, chaiacteris- 
tics, and capacities. Even the leader himselt is not appointed from 
without, with instructions to behave in specific ways. Me achieves a 
pcjsition of leadership in the piocess of group interaction through per- 
sonal charac let istics that enable him to move to the toj) in tliat particu- 
lar grou|). In such spontaneously structured groups, whatever deci- 
sions, standaids, or norms are upheld and followed arc i*^he ones that 
either generate in the process of group interaction or arc adopted 
by the group as their own. It seems to me that the inter-group harmony 
and alliance, friction and conflict, among these informally structured 
groups embody some crucial prototype illustrations of the inter-group 
relations of larger social structures. 
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With such consider cl lions in mind, since 1936 1 have been trying to 
learn as much as possible about these informally organized in-group 
structures. The works of such investigators as Thrasher, Zorbaugh, 
Clifford Shaw, and William W^hyte are highly illuminating in this re- 
spect. The accumulating data on clique formation and functioning 
coming both from psychologists and sociologists arc organically related 
to the work of these investigators. A survey of data dealing with other 
kinds of informally striictiired small groups will fuither elucidate these 
converging lines of rcscardi. 

The social psychologist cannot help luiding in the above works, ac- 
cumulating since the ic)2o*s, results which fit with the emerging trend 
of the last filteen years or so in his own held. In the sociological wcjrks 
mentioned above, one finds concrete and recuiring ilJustraticjns ol the 
facts of diflerential exjieriencc and behavior, the rise of staiulardi/ed 
grou]) norms, the formulation ol group decisions, the interdependence 
of the reactions ol the individual members c'u functional reci])rocal 
relationships within the group structure. This literature also offers 
ample evidence of the considerable defermination of the behavior of 
individuals in intcr-grcnip relations on the basis of their group mem- 
bership. 

The survey of literature on informally structuied small groups forces 
one to take note ol cei tain features which arc common to all such small 
gi'oiips. We take our lead to the study ol inter-grou|j relations fiom the 
implications dciived from these features. (In this connection I am de- 
liberately using the empiiical and harmless word “feature” without 
j)utting any special conccjjtual significance into it. Kach one ol these 
features embody one or more basic topics ol psvehedogy, namely moti- 
vation, perce[)tioii, judgment, leaining, attitiifles, ego-in vcffv emeu ts, 
individual dilleieuces, etc.) The iollowing jour aie ceitainly among the 
features diat stand out in any of these inlounally structured gioups. 
Here I can only cite them briefly. Elsewhere, I have said a little more 
about each one ol them (2). 

1. There ^ire coiimiori rnotwatioual factors that bring the eventual 
group members into interaction and that determine the shorter or 
longer duration of this interadion. In the case of one group, the domi- 
nant motivational factor may be material deprivation, such as depriva- 
tion of food; in the second gro^ ^ the dominant motivational factor 
may he sex; in the third it may be insecurity; in the fourth it may be 
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recognition and social prestige, etc. It is factually erroneous, therefore, 
to posit any one single motive (such as Eros or sex, hunger, or some 
alleged ego-drive) as a sovereign instinct, drive, or need which holds 
groups together in every case. 

The dominant motivational factor, whatever it may be, certainly is 
a weighty determinant of the direction of the particular activities of 
the group, the character of group products that will arise in time, and 
the determination of the special statuses and roles each member will 
occupy. 

Once the statuses and group products become more or less stabilized 
for the group (as we shall sec in features 3 and 4), the ways and means 
of satisfying even the dominant motive which was initially responsible 
in bringing the individuals together tend to be regulated in terms of 
the group structure. 

2. Now a few words on the second feature, namely, the differential 
effects of group interaction on the experience and behavior of individ- 
ual members. Not only motives, but all the psychological functions, 
feeling, perceiving, judging, thinking, and reasoning, etc., are modified 
in group situations. As we have said, the diflerential elfcets of group 
situations are not merely additive or subtractive affairs. Rather, they 
arc structural changes which can be adeejuately understood in terms of 
their niernbership-character in relation to the total situation. I'his key 
concept of membership-character, so rightly stressed by Wertheimer, 
Kohler, Koflka, and Lewin, is indispensable for any understanding of 
group situations. 

Tiiese structural changes, I must stress again, do not pop up only in 
group situations, as some leading sociologists like Durkheim and his 
influential school athocaie. 1 hey are observed in the perception and 
behavior of the individual in any kind of situation in which new fac- 
tors enter with a certain measurable degree of weight or compelling- 
ness. 

3. Now I come to the third feature, and this embodies the promise 
of the starting point lor a more adeejuate study of group relations. If 
the. group interaction is not a transitory affair, but lasts for some time, 
a more or less stable group structure takes shape, with established, 
though by no tneans immutable, statuses and roles for individual mem- 
bers, from the leader on down. Groups are necessarily hierarchical af- 
fairs. The smooth functioning of group activities requires a hierarchi- 
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cal organization and more or less stabilized roles, which imply more 
or less stabilized relationships in terms of reciprocal expectations, etc. 

With the stabilization of the group structure witli relative statuses, 
which I repeat are not immutable and frozen, corresponding relative 
weights of power arise among the individual members. I'hesc poxver 
relationships are among the topics that are sorely neglected by the ma- 
jority of social psychologists today. In \iew ol the overstressed empha- 
sis on getting the leaders of various groups into a conference room and 
settling all the points of conflict by discussions there, it should be 
pointed out that the status and powxr of the leaders, even though 
greater than that of others, arc not unlimited. I he leadership position, 
too, is a position within the hierarchical scale of the group. If the 
leader steps out beyond certain hoinids in his group or in conlcrence 
with the leaders of other groups, he also is subject to the correctives of 
the group (drop in his position, loss of prestige, repudiation, being 
dropped out altogether, and even severely punished). 

From the point of view of inter-groirp relations, the most important 
consequence of group structuring is the delineation of in-gyotip frcju^ 
out-groups. The development ol in-group and “we-experience” is ac- 
companied by the demarcation and setting of boundaries from out- 
groups. All these ingroup delineations and the setting ol boundaries 
from out-groups are lellected through sell-justifying, self-glori lying, 
and self-righteous attitudes about the in-group and gradations ol 
friendly or hostile attitudes concerning the out-groups thus marked 
off. The possibilities suggested by the fact of in-group and out-group 
delineation prenide us with a sound basis lor the formulation of hy- 
potheses conceriring iiUer-gruup relations. 

4. The fourth ieatur e ol these groups is the ris^ of a set of standards, 
values, or noryns. In groups in which no standardized noriirs exist, such 
norms arise in the course ol group interaction. The major ego-attitudes 
of the indi\idual member are formed as a result of his membership in 
the group and his other reference groups. As this point is expanded 
elsewhere, I .^lall not take time now to elaborate it. 

The above features concerning intra- and inter-group relations un- 
mistakably point the directions for an adecpiate program of a coordi- 
nated series of experiments in this vital area. Also, they w^arn us against 
drawing conclusions concerning i ner-group relations on the basis of 
the properties of in-group relations only. To date, experimental stud- 
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ies of group relations have concentrated mainly on intra-group rela- 
tions. Kurt Lewin and his associates have demonstrated the dilleien- 
tial effects on individual members of different group situations created 
by three different types of leadershii:) — namely, democratic, autocratic, 
and laissez-faire. Yet the democratic, autocratic, and laissez-faire char- 
acter of relations thus produced do not necessarily determine 

the character of inter-group relations. For example, in Lewin's experi- 
ment friction occurred between the democratic and laissez-faire groups 
and a “war” broke out. The democratic group did not stop to think of 
a democratic way to settle the aflair: democratic jjroceduie was some- 
thing to be practiced within the group. The light that developed was 
hardly a democratic method of solution. In shoi i, in-group dciiiociacy 
does not necessarily imply democracy toward out-groups, even though 
wc may preai h it. 

riierelou*, it becomes imperative to tonsidei the consequence of in- 
group lonnation in relation to other groups. 'Fliis will give us mote 
promising leads in handling inter-group i)robIeiiis such as group ten- 
sion and group prejudice. 

As we noted in citing the main features of in-groups, one ol the 
products of group foimation is a delineation of “rer” and “///cy” — the 
“tec” including the members of the in-groiij). The ‘‘u>c” thus deline- 
ated comes to embody a whole host of qualities and values to be up- 
held, defcndcil, and cherished. Oilenses fiom without or deviations 
from within are promptly reacted to with appiopiiate corrective, de- 
fensive, and, at times, offensive measures. A set ol values, “traits,” or 
steirotypes are adributed to all those groups and individuals who 
comprise the gioup Iroin the point ol view ol tlie “u;c” group. 

Such attributed traits may be favorable, unlavorable, or both, depend- 
ing ujKm the nature of the relations between the groups in question. 
If the interests, diiet lions, C3r goals ol the inter-group relationship in 
question are integrated or harmonious, the ''they*' group is pictured in 
a positive or favorable light. However, il the activities and functional 
views of the two interacting groups clash, then the characteristics at- 
tributed to the out-group are negative and derogatory. If one group 
takes the position that another group is in its way, that lor some reason 
the other group interferes with the goals or intciests of the "we” group, 
or that it should be working in the inteiest of the "we” group, all sorts 
of stereotypes develop to justify this position. All racc-superiqrity doc- 
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trines arc deliberate or unconscious justifications for this kind of rela- 
tionship. 

This fact, in favor of which ample evidence can be piled up from 
the socioloi»ical studies of small groups as well as from racc-relations 
studies, comes out also in experiments which are not primarily de- 
signed to study in-group and out-group delineation. For example, in 
the study of Sears, Hovland, and Miller (3) of the ellects of irustration 
caused primarily by sleep deprivation, it was observed that an in-group 
formation was in the making. Jokes and unflattering adjcctites were 
bestowed not only against the experimenters in question, but against 
psychologists in general. Likewise, in the Minnesota starvation study 
during World War Tl, the men shaiing scmistarvalion “built up a tre 
mendous in-group feeling that tended to exclude both their non-star\- 
ing friends and administrative and technical stall” (4). In short, the 
world was delineated into “haves” and “have-nots,” with appropriate 
attitudes. 

A PRELIMINARY STUDY OF INTER-GROUP 
RELATIONS 

The indications ol the (onverging lines achieved by the experimen- 
tal work of psychologists, and the rich sociological findings on small 
groups, show us the way to formulate moie huitlul piobleins, hypoth- 
eses, and experinienial designs concciiiing the vital topic ol inter-group 
relations. The study leiiorted in bioad outline in this paper stems from 
the above c oiisiderations. 

This study ol group relations w^as conducted in a camp in Northern 
Connecticut during the summer of 1949 with the active and genet ous 
backing of Prolessor Carl I. Hovland, chairman of the Department of 
Psychology, Yale University.- It was cairied out in the conviction that 
experimental study of the essential variables unclet lying groiij) tension 
will contiibute eflectivcly to a more icalistic approach to pioblcms ol 
inter-group tensions in actual life situations. The study repiesents an 
attempt to include within a single experimental design the study of 
in-group jnopertics and of intcr-grouj) relations. The dominant idea 
in its conception was to create controlled situations which would make 

2 7 he suuh hnanred by a grant lo Yale IJiihctsit) I'lom \hc icseaicli division 
of the Ameii<an Jewish Coinmiiire, N. Y. ain deeply giatclul to the Committee and 
its director of the icscarch division. Dr. Samuel Flowerman, for the grant. 
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possible (i) the formation and functioning of in-groups, and (s) inter- 
group relations between these experimentally produced in-groups. 

On the basis of lessons learned from the sociological and psychologi- 
cal study of the properties of small in-groups and functional relation- 
ships between in-groups, the following hypotheses were formulated: 

1 . When individuals having no established relationships are brought 
together in a group situation to interact in group activities with com- 
mon goals, they produce a group structure with hierarchical positions 
and roles within it. The group structure tends in time to generate by- 
products or norms peculiar to the group, such as common attitudes, 
positive in-group identifications, nicknames, catchwords, etc. 

2. The second part of the hypothesis is related directly to inter- 
group relations. It two in-groups thus formed are brought into func- 
tional relationship, positive or negative out-group attitudes and appro- 
priate friendly or hostile actions in relation to the out-group and its 
members will arise, depending upon the harmony or friction between 
the goals of the two groups. The testing of this hypothesis also in- 
volves in prototype form the process of the rise of group stereotypes. 

The third part of the hypothesis is related to individual achieve- 
ments and strivings for position within the in-groups as determined by 
more or less uniejue individual factors. Since this aspect of the study 
will be presented elsewhere, we need not deal with it in this broad 
presentation.® 

Subjects 

In order to test these hypotheses, it was necessary to eliminate, in- 
sofar as possible, group formation and positive or negative relations 
between groups on the basis of background factors such as ethnic dif- 
ferences and differences in class, religion, education, age, sex, etc. In 
short, the subject had to be homogeneous in as many background and 
individual respects as possible. 

Interviews weie held with parents of prospective subjects in their 
homes and with the ministers of their church groups. Information 
sheets were filled in for each subject, including the relevant back- 
ground material as well as the subject's interests, play-group activities, 
school experiences, etc. 

> A complete report of the study will be incorporated in a bock being prepared 
for Harper and Brothers under the title. Group Relations. 
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The possibility of grouping together on the basis of previous ac- 
quaintance was minimized by selecting subjects from different neigh- 
borhoods and towns of the New Haven area, such as West Haven and 
Hamden. There were thus no definitely established friendship bonds 
among the subjects. 

Prior to the experiment, several tests were administered to the sub- 
jects by Professor Richard Wittenborn and Dr. Elmer Potter at the 
Yale Psychology Department. The tests were deliberately administered 
prior to the appearance of the subjects at the experimental situation. 
In order to prevent any suspicion on the part of the subjects that these 
tests would be related to observations of their behavior in the main 
experimental situation, the test administrators never appeared on the 
scene while the experiment was in progress. The tests given included 
an intelligence test, the Rosenzweig Picture-Frustration test, and se- 
lected pictures of the 1 AT. 

In attempting to satisfy this criterion of hor^ogeneiiy of subjects, we 
selected 24 boys of about twelve years of age. all coming Irom settled 
American families of the lower middle-class income group in the Ne^ 
Haven area. All of the boys were Protestants. In fact, 19 came from the 
same denomination, and the other 5 from highly similar denomina- 
tions. The educational opportunities and backgrounds of the boys 
were similar. The group had a mean I.Q. of 104.8. All the boys might 
be called more or less “normal”; none were “behavior problems.” 

With these factors equated as much as possible, the kind of group- 
ings, statuses within groups, and attitudes which were to be produced 
between groups could not be attributed to such cultural and social 
background factors as ethnic, religious, or class differences, or to exist- 
ing friendship bonds. 

The possibility remained that the formation of a particular in-group 
might be determined chiefly by personal preferences or attractions 
among the boys, or by their common personal interests. It was neces- 
sary, therefore, to plan the experiment in such a way that the weight 
of personal preferences and interests and personality factors between 
the experimental groups could be neutrali/ed. 

Design and Procedure 

Stage I was planned as the pei/od of spontaneous groupings on the 
basis of personal inclinations and interests. All activities were camp- 
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wide, with a maximum of freedom and “mixing up“ of the boys in vari- 
ous games and camp duties. Thus, it became possible to ascertain bud- 
ding friendship groups and, more or less, to equate the weight of per- 
sonal factors in the two experimental groups of Stage II. 

Stage I! was designed as the sta^e of in-group forwaiion of two ex- 
perimental groups as similar in composition as possible. Each experi- 
mental group would partieij^ate separately in activities involving all 
of the members of the group. Activities were chosen on the basis of 
their motivational appeal and their involvement of the whole group. 
Different activities afforded \aried situations in which all members of 
a group could find opportunity to partici})ate and “shine.” All rewards 
given in this stage were made on a group-unit basis, not to particular 
individuals. 

Stage in was planned to study mier-group relations between the 
two experimental in-groups thus produced when brought into contact 
(a) in a series of competitive activities and situations, and (b) in mildly 
frustrating situations caused by one group to the other. Ehe frustrat- 
ing situations were arranged in such a way that the blame or responsi- 
bility for the frustration would be placed on the experimental groups 
and not on the adults in the situation. 

The particulat activities chosen in the three stages were selected 
from those for which the boys themselves expressed pielerence. 7 "hey 
were timed in terms of the demands of the three stages of the study. 
Thus the activity and situations in which the boys participates! had 
the motivational value of life situations and wetc not simply situations 
prescribed by adults. They will be descril)ed in more detail later. 

The experiment was conducted at an isolated camp site near the 
Massachusetts state line and lasted tor eighteen clays. 'Hic nearest town 
was eight miles away, and there was no bus service in the neighbor- 
hood; cotisequently there were no distractions from neighbothood soda 
fountains, movies, townspeople, etc. Neither boys nor staff members 
were permitted to have any visitors during the course of the study. 

The site consisted of about 125 acres of land, largely hills and tim- 
ber, with a stream suitable for swimming and fishing running through 
it. There were two bunkhouses. a mess hall, kitchen, infirmary, admin- 
istration building, latrines, etc., and liroad level areas lor athletic 
events. 

Before giving a more detailed description of the three stages of the 
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experiment and the main results, it is necessary to emphasize the tech- 
niques of observation and the role of adults in the camp. Of course, it 
is well known that individuals behave differently when they know they 
are being observed or studied, especially by psychologists. The consid- 
eration cannot be “allowed for** or explained away. Therefore, all 
those associated with the study were strongly urged to pre\ent the 
boys* suspecting that their behavior was being observed or that various 
periods of camp activities were planned. The parents and boys were 
simply told that new methods in camping were being tried out. 

The bulk of observational data was obtained by two participant ob- 
servers who were graduate students. I’hey acted as counselors to the 
two experimental groups. Each participant observer had the assistance 
of a junior counselor who was under bis direct control and was in- 
structed to follow his lead. Since the junior (ounselors were experi- 
enced in camping activities, the paiticipant observ^ers weie compara- 
tively free to obseive their groups and to stay wi'^h them throughout the 
camp period, llowcxer, the paiticipant observers were instructed not 
to make notes in the boys’ jnesence unless the situation clearly called 
for writing something, such as a cabin discussion in which “minutes** 
could be taken down. Otherwise, the participant observers withdrew or 
surreptitiously jotted down short notes which they expanded each eve- 
ning after their boys were asleej). 

Fhe other staff members, including an official camp director, activ- 
ities director, and nurse, were instructed to perform their duties in the 
cam]) in strict accordance with the planned acti\ities and stages. I'he 
specific demands of the experiment for the next day were discussed in 
detail each night after the boys’ bedtime and '*»ter the main observa- 
tions for the day were obtained from the partici:Mnt observers. 

As far as the boys were concerned, therefore, the situation was as 
natural and attractive as the usual summer-camp situation. For this 
reason, and to satisfy the criterion of homogeneity among subjects and 
staff members, the author appeared on the jireinises as a caretaker with 
the name of, “Mr. Mussee.’* Ehis gave me freedom to be at crucial 
places at crucial times doing odd jobs without attracting the boys*. at- 
tention. In addition, it v\'as sometimes ])ossiblc to make naive state- 
ments to the boys and ask naive questions about matters which every 
other staff member was exjDected . > know as a mattei of course. For 
example, I usually pretended not to know what group a particular 
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boy belonged to, and 1 was sometimes able to elicit information that 
might not have been easily available otherwise. 

According to the participant observers and other staff members, who 
were instructed to watch carefully for any sign to the contrary, this 
role of caretaker was never suspected. Some typical examples of the 
boys’ reactions to Mr. Mussee will illustrate the role. For example, the 
rather patronizing attitude accorded a caretaker is seen in one boy's 
reaction when Mr. Mussee was following his group to a cook-out. The 
boy yelled: “Hey, Mr. Mussee, hurry up. We can’t wait for you!’’ 

On the last day, when the whole camp was breaking up and the 
premises were being cleaned, the caretaker was busy putting data in 
order and did not appear. Several boys, not seeing him at his job, com- 
plained, one of them remarking, “Where the hell is Mr. Mussee? This 
is his job.’’ 

In addition to observational data, charts of seating arrangements at 
meals, of bunk choices, of athletic teams chosen, ol partners or bud- 
dies in various activities and situations were made for each day 
throughout the camp. A record was kept of all outgoing and incoming 
mail. Postcards were recorded. 

One more point related to group technique is fundamental in under- 
standing the results which will follow. This point concerns the coun- 
selors and other members of the start. The counselors (i.e., jrarticipant 
observers) w'ere in the (amp primarily to observe. 7'hey and other staff 
members were not to be leaders in the usual sense at Ixjys’ camps. 
They were instructed, rather, to look alter the safety ol the boys, and 
to set things right if behavior went too far out of bounds. Neither the 
counselors nor the boy leaders were asked to exercise any particular 
kind of leadership techniejue, democratic or authoritarian. Nor was 
authority to be delegated or suggested to the boys by the staff members. 
The tendency to depart from the observance of these instructions on 
the part of any staff member was forcefully called to his attention so 
that it might be corrected. The boy leaders and their lieutenants 
emerged from the ranks of the two experimental groups in the course 
of group interaction, especially during the stage of in-group formation 
(i.e., Stage II). 

As mentioned earlier, the daily camp program was made up of the 
activities for which the boys themselves expressed preference. If a hike 
was scheduled, the boys were left to their own devices in organizing it. 
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0£ course, they were given tents, canteens, iood, equipment, etc. as 
they asked for them and were given any necessary help. The boys were 
not preached to or organized from above to discuss among themselves 
the manner in which they would execute their activities. It was their 
affair and their discussion and their action. On the whole, the demands 
ol the situations, not adult leadership, led the groups to discuss their 
affairs collectively. For example, the participant observer at one time 
gave his group a whole watermelon, leaving the division strictly to 
them. On another occasion, lour large chocolate bars were given to 
each group ol 12 boys as a reward in their collective 1 reasurc Hunts. 
The ways in which the watermelon and chocolate were distributed 
were up to the boys. 

Results 

From this study, several typ(\s ot data were obtained: 

1. The main data related to group relations, that is, to in group for- 
mation; the rise of group structure with relative positions and leader- 
follower relations; the development ol in-giou|) products, including 
in-gioup and out-group attitudes; and the development ot inter-group 
tension, with riidinientary stereotypes and attitudes of prejudice. 

2. Data were also collected concerning individual factors determin- 
ing particular statuses and roles within the group, (iroiips are neces- 
sarily hierarchical, and it is such individual lactors which largely de- 
termine the position whidi each member occupies. For example, when 
we classify our data, it will be jwssiblc to relate intelligence and cer- 
tain measures Iroin the TA'l' and Rosenzweig Picture-Frustration test 
to statuses attained and behavior in the actual group situations. 

3. Finally, a special study was made of two boy. in the camp, one in 
each experimental group, who were lowest in their groups in partici- 
pation in group activities and inconsistent In their identifications. 
Fr om these data, we will develop some valuable hints for the study of 
rnarginality and social isolates. 

Since the principal problem of the study concerns inter-group rela- 
tions, our concern here will be only with those results most directly 
related to group relations. Within the limitations of this paper, we 
shall have to concentrate on the main trend in formation of in-group 
and inter-group relations without going into details other than those 
necessary to make this trend clear. 
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Stage I, which lasted three days, was the stage of ‘‘natural" group- 
ings based on personal likes and dislikes and common interests. As 
mentioned before, the main purpose of Stage I was to rule out, or at 
least to minimize, the ])ossibility of interpreting results of the exper- 
imentally induced in-group formations and inter-group relations of 
later stages on the basis of personal inclinations of the individual mem- 
bers for one another. Therefore, during Stage I, all of the 24 boys were 
put in one large bunkhouse. 

It should be emphasized that the boys were free to select their own 
bunks, seats at meals, buddies for play activities, athletic teams, etc. 
All activities were camp-wide, i.e. potentially including all boys. 

At this slage, an informal poll of preferred atliviiies was taken with 
the proinis(* that activities w^ould be sdieduled which the boys liked 
best. The main results of this poll were as follows: 

Softball and hikijig — 20 choices each 

Football — 1.] choices 

Swimming — choices 

Soccer — 12 choices 

Fishing — 9 choices 

Ping-pong — 7 choices 

Horseshoes and \olleyl)all — 5 choices each 

A number of other activ ities weie gi\en choices of 4 or less. 

At the end of Stage T, populaiity ratings (sociograms) were obtained 
during informal interviews held on the pretext of getting suggestions 
for £a\ored activities and Icjr improving the camp. As other such stud- 
ies have found, the sotiograms showed (he b(j)s clustering in budding 
friendship groups of tw^o, three, or four boys. These sociograms served 
as the most imj>ortant criterion in assigning the boys to the two experi- 
mental groups for the ]jctiocl of experimental in-group lormation of 
Stage II. In addition, the two experimental groups were eejuated in 
other respects insofar as possible without violating the requiicmcnts 
of the sociogram results. Clhief amcmg these other characteiistics wcie 
size, strength, ability in games, intelligence and personality ratings pre- 
viously made on the basis of the tests by Professor Wittenborn and 
Dr. Potter. 

The division of the siilqects into the two experimental groups was 
deliberately done to split the budding friendship groups which had 
developed. For example, if two boys showed preference for one an- 
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Other, one was put in one i^roup and the other boy in the second group 
It inoie than one fiiendship choice was made i\e attempted to put the 
boy in that gioup holding the jixotst ol his hicndship (hoites I here 
loic, at the stait ot Stage II — the stige of cxpeiimcntal ingroup for 
mation — tlie iiuiribei ot Incnclship clioices given to membeis ot the ex 
peiimental ingioup was lenei than the numbei o£ liicnelship chenees 
given to membeis eil the expciimcntal eiut group 

Table I TOTAL CHOICES OF FRIENDS END OF STAGE I 

Choices Received by 
Eventual Eventual 

Choices Made by Red Devils Bull Dogs 

Eventual Red Devils 35 1 64 9 ^ o 

Eventual Bull Dogs 65 0 35 0^f 

One ol these e\[Kiimentil gioups e nne to he known is the Reel 
Devils the other as the Bull Dogs Iheitlore i w ill be he Ipiul U) reter 
to them h) these names ilthough at this point in the experiment the 
gioutis hiel existcnee onlv on piper \s 1 ible 1 sheiws ot the tot d 
hicndship choices rn ule hv bovs who were te) become Reel Devils, only 
1 percent were ehoices ol other bo)s assigned to then group The 
lemainclei, Tlrnost two thirels ol the liienelslup ehoiets mack by luturc 
Red Devils were dneeted to boys who v\eie placed iii the Bull Dog 
group ill It IS the out group 

Sunil 111) onlv ])eiccnt ol the totil Inendship prelereiucs of boys 
who were to become Bull Do^s weie for othei luturc Bull Dogs Sixtv 
live pcieent of then Inendship ehoices were lor bo)s who were plaeecl 
in the Reel Devil giouji 

Sk/ge II whieh listed live d lys, was the st ig of experimental in 
gioup formitioii 1 he sub|eets weie divided into two groups as de 
seiibeel 1 he gioups lived m sepaiate bunkhouses As it hapjiened the 
Red Devils as they wcie to be known voted to lem iin in the old bunk 
house while the Bull Dogs voted to move to the new bunkhouse 

It had bceji antiei])atcel tint this spin into two gioups might not be 
taken easil) by some ol the boys In lact one boy eiied foi ten minutes 
at his scjiaration from niothci eam|iei with whom he had struck up a 
friendship in the pieeediiig d lys at camp 1 or this le ison, immcdiatel) 
after the bunkhouse change was i. de, cars took each gioup separately 
from the camp lor a hike and eookoui It will be leealled that hiking 
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had shared first place on the boys' preferred activities, being chosen by 
20 boys. The cook-out supplies were particularly sumptuous, includ- 
ing steak for broiling over an open fire. 

During Stage II, the two experimental groups were separated as 
much as possible. They lived separately, ate at separate tables, served 
on K.P. on alternate days, and engaged separately in frequent hikes, 
overnight camping trips, etc. Swimming was scheduled separately for 
the two groups, and each very soon found their own special places 
some distance apart. One of these swimming places, the Bull Dogs', was 
secret from the other group. 

Each group chose its own special hide-out in the woods in opposite 
directions from each other. When leaving their hide-out, one group 
devised an elaborate plan of departure in groups of 2 or 3 designed to 
camouflage the direction of their hide-out. 

The activities of Stage II required that members of each group co- 
operate collectively in achieving their ends. In addition to hiking, 
overnight camping trips, and swimming, each group had a “Treasure 
Hunt" and engaged in group games such as fox and hounds, or bean 
toss, in which each member had to collect a certain number of beans 
to win a group reward. A small sum of money ($10.00) was given to 
each group to spend as they chose. Considerable group effort went to 
improving their cabins, stenciling insignia on I'-shirts, making stand- 
ards, etc. In addition, one of the groups sometimes chose to engage in 
craftwork, collecting wildlife, and the like. These varied activities af- 
forded ample opportunity for each boy to show his worth m some line 
of pursuit. 

One of the major findings of the study in line with the hypothesis 
was the formation of a well-defined in-group organization or structure. 
By in-group structure is meant simply the development of relative hier- 
archical positions within the group unit ranging from highest to low- 
est position. In addition to evidence from the sociograms, the hier- 
archical roles were manifested in terms of successful or unsuccessful 
initiation of group activities, the greater or lesser responsibility taken 
in their planning and execution, the degree of adherence to the line of 
activity taken by the group, the source and effecti^'cness of group sanc- 
tions, etc.* 

*The specific behavorial events revealing these hierarchical positions lor those sub- 
jects who attained leadership and other high positions will be presented in’ the more 
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The accompanying sociograms reveal the hierarchical positions of 
boys within each experimental group in terms of popularity (see Figs. 
i and 2). They can be considered as a measure of one index of group 
structure. The important factor which such sociograms do not ade- 
quately reflect is poxoer relationships within the group. For example, 
in the Red Devil group, L. is revealed as receiving one more friend- 
ship choice than S. However, S. acquired and maintained power over 
I-., and other members high in status and, partly through these boys, 
over the Red Devil group (see below). In the Bull Dog group, the boy 
H. exerted gt eater direction over the gioup than the popularity rating 
alone indicates, by virtue of his ability and acknowledged leadership 
in athletic events, even though he yielded to the overall leadership of 
C., the Bull Dog leader. 

In the Bull Dog group, a boy named C. rose to leadership by his 
greater contribution in the planning and execution of common activ- 
ities and by regulating and integrating the tasks and roles ol the group 
members. At the outset, this boy successfully swung the vote to move 
to the new bunkhouse. His suggestions on imprening the buiikhouse, 
for example, by putting the letter “B” on the door and by building a 
chinning bar, were, from the first, almost always adoj)tcd as good ones. 
He proved to be very ellective in leading the group on their first hike. 
He was the boy who most frequently helped another in his group: for 
example, once by bandaging a blister, another time by fixing a belt. It 
was C. who mapped out the devious route designed to cc^nceal their 
hide-out in the woods. He frequently praised other group members 
and instigated grouji praise. An instance of the latter occurred alter 
the group had worked long and hard on a project to improve their 
secret swimming pool. C. said, “We did a good job, boys. We should 
be proud of ourselves.” This was followed by cheers for the group ef- 
fort and C.’s suggestion that they give the pool a name. 

The Bull Dog group was, then, focalized around C.*s leadership. 
However, he did not lead in e\ery situation. For examjde, he was not 
as good in athletic events or those recjuiiing muscular skill as a boy 
named H. H. took over the lead in such situations with C.’s approval. 

detailed account of the study. Such nianifcsiations tan he classified as initiation of 
group activities and the acceptance oi rejection c^f such initiative hy other group 
members, assuming responsibility in the planning and execution ot group activities, 
degree of adherence to the group plans, u.-- initiation and eflectiveness of sanctions 
within the group, etc. 
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POPULARITY 



However, (I. would occasional!) ovetiule a decision ot H/s in such a 
situaticjii, telling liiin, lot example, not to put in a substitute player in 
a game; and II. would comply. A thiid populai boy, E., was delegated 
authoiity by C. in othei tasks, such as camping oi hiking. 

In some contiast to the Bull Dog gtoup, the boy who became recog- 
nized as leader of the Red Devils, S., won liis position chiefly by viitue 
of his daring, athletic skill, and “toughness.” He is noted success- 
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Figure 2. End of stage IL in-group formation. 


fully leading the group in games and in daring expeditions. He was 
overtly rerogni/ed as “the captain” by other Red Devils. \'et S. tended 
to be “cliquish,” confining his favors and most ol his attention on the 
whole to a few other boys high in status, and jjrelerring to be with 
them. He sometimes enforced his decisions by tin cats or actual physi- 
cal encounters. On some later occasion, he even encouraged and par- 
ticipated in an attack on two members low in status in his own group. 
For this reason, S.’s leadership position was sometimes shaky. In fact, 
on the basis of popularity ratings at the end of Stage II, another boy, 
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L., received one more choice from the group than did S. (see Fig. 2). 
As it happened, S. retained power over his lieutenants, including L., 
and these boys in turn had eifective and consistent influence over the 
rest of the group. It was the consensus of the staff that L. could have 
taken over the leadership of the group if he had wished to. For some 
reason, he remained subordinate to S. personally and in the group. S. 
once announced to the group: “My first successor is L.“ Later, at a time 
when his leadership was very shaky, lie referred to L. as “the co-cap- 
tain.” Actually L. at no time asserted leadership over S. 

S.’s prestige in his group was revealed when he spoke of his coming 
birthday and the boys found that he would be only twelve years old. 
They all expressed surprise with such remarks as, “I thought you were 
at least fifteen!” 

Within both groups, there was competition for status as exemplified 
by the struggle between L. and H. of the Bull Dogs. L. tried to com- 
pete with H. in athletic events. Uul all the boys rccogni/ed that his 
performance did not measure up to II.’s. As a result, L. openly re- 
sented H’s higher status, making remaiks such as “Why does H. get to 
do everything?” On one occasion, H. physically squelched L.’s striv- 
ings. In this conllict, C. (the leader) tried to placate L. In spite of L.’s 
dissatisfaction with his status, he became increasingly identified with 
the group. One day, some group membeis cxjiressed a desire to have 
the horseshoe stakes moved closer to their (abin. L. and II. tried to 
pull them from their present location. As the others in the group came 
along, L. successfully tugged them out of the ground and fell to the 
ground exhausted. In response to their cheers, he replied, “It was me 
and H.” 

Along with the formation of a more or less definite group structure, 
with which we have dealt only sketchily here, each group developed 
strong in-group feelings of loyally and solidarity within the group and 
of identification of varying degrees with its activities and products. 
'Fhis in-group identification is illustrated by the reaction of the in- 
groups to those members who continued to mingle with boys in the ex- 
perimental out-groups several days after the division into two groups 
at the end of Stage I. For example, three members of the Red Devil 
group, all low in the status hierarchy, were branded as “traitors” and 
even threatened with beatings until they sa^v less of the boys with 
whom they had been friendly in Stage I and who became Bull Dogs. 
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When one of the counselors returned from a necessary trip to the 
cabin of the other group, he was greeted with cries of “Traitor I’' 

Even the most retiring and ambivalent members were at times 
caught in the in-group. For example, one boy who was lowest in the 
Bull Dog group for participation, and was caught between loyalty to 
the group and wa\es of honiesidness, was observed driving a long stick 
into a piece of red paper, saying, “1 hat's what we'd do to the Red 
Devils.” 

An example of in-gioup identification is a boy’s reference to his 
cabin as “home." He asked the boy leader if he had some e(]uipment 
“at home." d he leader asked, “Wliich hoim*?" and the boy replied, 
“Our cabin, 1 mean.” 

Along with the gioup stiucUiie, products wcie standaidi/ed by the 
gioup, which in tiiin sened to fuithcT solidily the in-gioups. Ob\i- 
ously one evainjde ol siuh stancLiidi/aiion was the names for the 
groups. The choice of these names was without di^ubt influenced by 
the laiger setting— Bull Dogs, for example, being a symbol ol Vale. 
Most of the i)oys were cjuirkly gi\en nicknames in their gremp: in the. 
Bull Dog gioup, the bcjy named Finer son was dubbed “Radio," Luden 
was called “Cough chop,” and other nicknames clearly releiied to the 
individual rhaiacteiistus of the boys. H., the boy athletic leader, was 
adininngly called “Hoinble H,” another lad was named “Screwball.” 
Interestingly enough, the leader of this group, C., was the only boy in 
this group ies])ectlully called by his own hrst name — Lee. The leader 
of the Red Devils was tagged to typify his toughness and attractive 
blond appearance as “Baby Face.” Other nicknames in this group were 
“Bones” lor a thin boy and “Lemonhead” for L., a boy with a rather 
long skull. 

Each group came to prefer certain songs. In some of them they in- 
serted their own group's name in a glorifying fashion and the names 
of the other group in a less complimentary way. 

Roth groups standardized methods of punishment. In the case of the 
Red Devils, jis we have mentioned, sanctions were imposed by S., the 
leader, through threats or actual encounters. Wayward Bull Dogs,. on 
the other hand, were kept in line with a system ol sanctions suggested 
and always imposed by C., the leader. Although he once was observed 
verbally threatening a boy, C. relied on ihe method of sanctions rather 
consistently. A Bull Dog who got out ol line, had to remove a certain 
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number of heavy stones, usually ten, from the Bull Dog Pond. This 
method started when the boys were improving their secret swimming 
place by damming it and removing rocks. They actually succeeded in 
raising the water level six inches. 

One of the crucial tests of the study was whether or not these ex- 
perimentally introduced in-grouj) relationships would bring shifts or 
reversals in the friendship tics which began to form in Stage 1 on the 
basis of personal likes or affinities. At the end of Stage II, sociograms 
were obtained through informal talks with each boy. In obtaining 
these sociograms, it should be cinphasi/ed that the boys were Irce to 
mention those boys they liked to be with best in the whole camp, i.c., 
from the other gi oup as well as their own. 

The results indicating that such reversals were indeed lound can be 
summarized as shown in the following table: 

Table II. TOTAL CHOICES OF FRIENDS, END OF STAGE II 

Choices Received by: 

Choices Made by: Red Devils Bull Dogs 

Red Devils 95.0 5.0% 

Bull Dogs 12.3^/;; 87.7% 

For comparison purposes the rc\eisals ol friendship choic es obtained 
at the end of Stage 1, the stage of natinal gioupings, and at the end of 
Stage II, the stage ol e\|)eiiinental in-gioup lonnaiion, are presented 
together in Table HI. It becomes sliaiply evident fiom-tliis compari- 
son that the friendship picferences of these boys weie at Inst predomi- 
nantly for members of the experimental out-groups. During Stage IT, 
shifts in friendship choices occur) ed which were definitely in the direc- 
tion of the members ol the developing in-groups. 

Table III (Composite Table). TOTAL CHOICES OF FRIENDS AT THE 

END OF STAGE I AND END OF STAGE II (NOTE THE REVERSALS) 

Choices Received by: 



Choices Made by: 

Eventual 

In-Group 

Eventual 
^ Out-Group 

End of 
Stage 1 

Eventual Red Devils 
Eventual Bull Dogs 

35.1% 

35.0% 

64.9 v;. 
65.0% 



In-Group 

Out-Group 

End of 

Red Devils 

95.0% 

5.0% 

Stage II 

Bull Dogs 

87.7% 

12,3% 
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It is e\ident from these tables that alter the stage ol ingroup ior- 
mation was coiuplcted, the members ol eaeh expeiimcntal gioup pre- 
domuianll) piefeired to associate with menibeis of then own in group 
Very biielly, we will sumiiiaii/c the lesiilts ol Stage II In line with 
the first pait ol our hypothesis it was lound that when the two cxpeii 
mentally piodiued groups weie bioughi logtther in situations and a{ 
iivities (ailing ioi gioup eoopeiatioii tow aid common goals an unmis 
takable in gioup slnutuie developed with hiciauhical positions and 
loles within it I he stiuetuie was not stitic, changing with situations 
within ceitain limits As the gioup loimed the mcmbcis aehic\(d posi 
tive in gioup identifications and common attitudes toward the gioup 
liy products oi noitns peculiai to the group were standar cli/ed -iiiek 
names, eatchwoids ways oi doing things, sanetions, preleiied songs, 
etc 

licfoie going on to the icsnlts oi Stigc III, the peiiod of inter gioup 
lelations, it is nccessaiy to emphisi/c one more f iding ol Stage 11 
which IS iclatcd to ingroup foiniation and spcrift ally itUiiid to the 
(ulhnal ba( k^iound of iht Vlong with the delineation of tin,, 

we or in giouji, the two expciimentd gioups leleiied to the ‘ they” 
()\ outgiou]) fre(|U(ntly and in a cl( ii (ut way even thouuli there was 
compnativeh little luruiionil coin ut between the gioups 

Moic than tins these gioups ol bo\s imnueliitel} and spontaneously 
beg in to mike tom [)a)is()iis, not ]ust in teims ol “what luc have or do. 
and what tJi(\ have oi do,” but in teims of then lousy e ihin, oui 
pond IS better and even “those low kind ' Jlu) began to express a 
desire to euh otliei and to the still to eompete with the otliei group 
in games, witli consideiable assurance thn then owii w^ioup would win 
In 1 let on tlie sciond da) ol Stage II which followed he i ithei sticn 
nous hike and cook out loi e icli giou]) sc[Miatcly on the first day signs 
oi competitive ittitueles between the two gioups weie mounting 1 he 
gioups devoted a good sliaie ol this second day to the moic leisiiiely 
activity oi impioving then respective bunkhouses and suiioundings 
with the help ol then counsclois Dining this aetivitv compaiisons be 
tween the tlloits oi the gioups eiopped up and boundaries weie di 4 wn 
around the bunkhoiise areas The boundaiy cjmstions led to disjmtes 
between some members ol the two gioups and some laidmg ol eaeh 
other's cabins This laiding was cariiei )ii in a rather playful and ad 
%^enturous spnit and had the effect of intensifying the dcvelojnng in- 
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group demarcations. Since the main aim o£ Stage II was to produce 
in-group formations through cooperative group interaction rather 
than through opposition or competition in relation to an out-group, 
possible contact between the two experimental groups was further re- 
duced during the following days of Stage II by keeping their activities 
farther apart through overnight hiking, swimming separately, and 
cook-outs in their respective hide-outs. 

This rather strong desire to compete and the spontaneous deroga- 
tion of the other group in specific respects probably stems from 
the cultural background and specific socialization of these boys in a 
competitive society. However, these instances of competitive feelings 
and, in some cases, of derogation, w^ere not at this stage standardized 
in the sense that they were consistent inodes of response to the out- 
group and its members. They were confined chielly to the urgent desire 
to participate in the most attractive of all pastimes for American boys 
of this age — competition in sports, llicrc was no (onsistent day-to-day 
tension or hostility between the gioups at this stage. 

, In Stage III, the stage of niter-group relations which formally lasted 
nearly five days, the two experimental groups — each with varying de- 
grees of in-group structure and strengthening friendships within the 
in-group — were brought into funciional relationship with each otlicr 
in competitive and mildly frustrating situations. The Irustrating situa- 
tions were planned in such a way that on the xoliole they seemed to 
one grouji to have been caused by the other. 

At the beginning of Stage III, a series of competitive games was an- 
nounced as though giving in to the boys' reijuests. The plan was for 
each group to receive a certain number of points or ci edits for winning 
athletic events during the coming days and for the excellence of per- 
formance in camp duties, such as cabin cleaning, K.P., etc. 'rhis point 
system, which was explained and given to each group orally and on 
typed sheets, was simple and clear. However, it allowed for some ma- 
nipulation by the staff in the points given at cabin inspection, K.P., 
etc. It was possible, therefore, to keep the number of points attained 
by each group within a surmountable range until near the end of the 
contest, thus keeping uj) the strivings of both groups to win. For ex- 
ample, victory in athletic events brought about 15 points, whereas i to 
10 points could be given for K.P. duties. Since such duties were per- 
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formed separately, this manipulation did not arouse too much suspi- 
cion. The staff agreed that both sides were evenly matched in sports in 
terms of the size and skill of individual members. 

A poster with two thermometers was placed on the bulletin board 
and the rising score of each group filled in. This poster became a cen- 
ter of attention for the competing groups. 'I'he prize to the winning 
group, which was displayed and much admired, was twelve four-bladed 
knives — one knife for each member of the winning group. 

The effects of competitive games were not immediate. Observers all 
noted considerable “good sportsmanship” on the part of the two 
groups at the start. For example, alter the first contest, the winning 
group spontaneously gave a cheer lor the losers; and the losers, though 
still scattered around the field, responded as a group with a cheer for 
the winners. However, as the contest scries progressed, this cheer 
changed. It started out as “2-4-6-8, who do we appreciate,” followed 
by the name of the other team. It changed to “>-4-6-8, who do we 
apprcci//a^c.” 

Each day of Stage III began with a Tug of War between the two 
groups (see lig. 3). In this contest, the group members organized them- 
selves and exhorted each other in the intense common effort. As it 
hajjpened, the Red Devils lost the first contest. I’hcir reaction to the 
loss represents one of many perceptual distortions occurring in the 
group situations, (We mentioned previously the group's exaggeration 
ot their leadr'r’s age by three years.) All Red Devils were convinced that 
the “ground was against us.” I hcy spent most ol the morning discuss- 
ing this and tlieir stiaiegy for the next Tug of War. The following 
day, tliis grouj) was on the veige ol winning the 1 ug of War when the 
Bull Dogs’ leaclei began a seiies of shouts and encouiageinent to his 
bo)s. This ap[)aremly made possible a “second wind” in which the 
Bull Dogs regained lluMi lost giound and finally delealed the Red 
Devils again. Ihis time, the Red Devils rationali/cd their deleat by 
agreeing that the Bull Dogs “must have done something to the rope.” 

The sen‘esj)f games also included sollball, soccei and touch lootball. 
'I'hesc contests tended to solidily hirther the in-group stiucturc :(nd 
loyalty. For example, one ol the Bull Dogs became ill and was unable 
to participate in one ol the games. He and other members of his group 
cried. The boy who was ill said that if the Bull Dogs won the series, he 



416 


MUZAFER SHERIF 


would not accept a knife because lie had “let them down.” But the 
other boys shouted down this sacrifice, gave him a cheer, and loudly 
proclaimed that he was “one of them.” 

In the Red Devil giouj), one ol the members low in status, a boy 
named F., revealed increasing identification with the grou[) during this 
period. When the Red Devils were trailing the Bull Dogs with two 
outs, and no one on the bases, F. came to bat and was tagged out with 
a ground ball. He sobbed for some time and went oif by himself, say- 
ing to a counselor, “I lost the game for us.” He was almost afraid to 
show his face in the Red Devil cabin; but his group never mentioned 
the incident and were, in fact, kind to him. This incident typifies the 
manner in which ^roup efforts and goals became intensely personal 
ones for the individual members. 

As mentioned earlier, inter-group rivalry and hostility increased rap- 
idly during the days of the coinjiciitivc contest. During one game when 
the boys wxtc becoming overheated, a slaff member catitioned a Red 
Devil not to drink too much water, because he might get sick. At this, 
a Bull Dog called out in a nasty tone, “Let him drink all he can. He’s 
a Red Devil.” Such expressions of hostility became increasingly fre- 
quent. 

As the contest progressed, the Bull Dog group pulled otit in the 
lead, probably because of their highly cllcTtive organi/alioii dircTted 
by Cl. and, in athletic events. Ic'd by TT. The Red Devils responded to 
their increasingly apparent losing position by labeling the Bull Dogs 
as “dirty players.” 'Fhey were sure that they could win ii the Bid I Dogs 
were not “such cheateYs.” 1 hey said, “At least we play lair.” By the 
contest’s end, the words “dirty placers” and “cheats” were almost syn- 
onymous with Bull Dogs as lar as the Rc'd Devils were concerned. Of 
course, the Bull Dogs denied such charges and even lecogni/ed the role 
of their more iirtegiated group stiucture in their perlormance with 
such remarks as “We win because w^e have air oigani/ation.” 

rhe cumulative effect ol the competitive games caused considerable 
group friction and, to the Red Devils, considerable frustration. The 
corjimon expression ol the winning Bull Dogs and the losing Red Dev- 
ils' in pictures taken immediately following the victory of the Bull 
Dogs in the athlef’c ser ies convey an objective glimpse cjf this fact. 

The winning Bull Dogs were ticmendousiy elated at their victory. 
The reward of knives was distributed by C.’s suggested method — each 




Figure 3. 
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boy was blindfolded and chose a knife from a bucket. Thus, not even 
the high-status members had advantage in choosing preferred colors, 
etc. 

I’he losing group, the Red Devils, was by this time weakened. In 
their case, the gioup failure was (onduci\e to disintegration. S., the 
leader and athletic captain, was bitter and began blaming and lidicul- 
ing membeis of his own gioup. At the same time he letiied moie and 
moie to the company oi his lieutenants. Ihis was lesented by Red 
Devils lower in status. Until the Red Devil giouj) expei fenced an at- 
tack tiom the Bull Dogs and even lought with them at a latei time, 
tli(‘ie was tonsideiable disoigani/ation. 

In addition to this (ompetitioii in Stage 111, there were also arianged 
situations in which it seemed that one gioup inteilered with or fius- 
tiated the othei. Sexeial such incidents were planned by the stalf, but 
thev could not all be canied out because of the extreme eilectiveness 
ol the Inst ones. Hie ex.miples given were caielully lecorded and, with 
the backgiound ol the iw') ciystalli/ed l)ut hostile in-groups, constitute 
.1 little expeument in themselves. Unloitunately, many lascinating de- 
tails musi he (Miiitted in this pic'scntation. 

On the evcnitig ol the victory of the Bull Dogs over the Red Devils 
in the athletic series and camp competition, both groups were asked to 
attend a jiait) in the mess hall By caiclul timing and by indhcclly in- 
teresting enre group in something c'lse rjiomentar il\, the participant 
observers were able to see to it that the Red Devils got to the mess hall 
a short time beloie the Bull Dogs. None of the subjects in either group 
suspected that this liming was deliberate. 

The lelreshmcnts ol ice cream, cakc', etc. were on a table. Half of 
them had been battered, broken, oi ciushed; the other half remained 
wdiole and delectable. When the Inst group (the Red Devils) arrived, 
thev were told to go ahead and take their shaie ol the r clieshrnents, 
leavirrg half of it lor the Bull Dogs, who were late. As we knenv, the 
Red Devils were the dcleated group and had expressed in no uncer- 
tain terms their liustiation and envy ol the Bull Dogs loi wrnning the 

prize. I 

Faced with the lelrcshments, hall fresh and appetizing and halNno- 

ken and crushed, the Red Devils chose the good portion and carried 
it to their own table. At this point the Hull Dogs arrived. I pon seeing 
the sorry-looking refreshments left for them, and the feasting Red 
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Devils, they immediately protested by sulking and by remarks o£ hos- 
tility against the Red Devils. The Red Devils were quick to justify 
their actions in terms of “first come, first served,” which became the 
standardized justification for all Red Devil members. 

The Bull Dogs discussed the possibility of throwing their beaten-up 
cake at the Red Devils, but decided against it on the grounds that, 
after all, it would taste good. They went to the far corner of the mess 
hall and proceeded to hurl insults and names at the Red Devils. The 
names were by now standardized, among them being “dirty bums,” 
“rotten jerks,” “pukes,” and several more objectionable terms. 

The Red Devils ate their refreshments in righteous indignation, re- 
ferring to the Bull Dogs as “dirty players,” “cheats,” etc. The most 
vociferous Red Devils were four boys at the bottom status level in 
their group. The leaders remained more sullen and resentful of the 
“unjustified” attack. L., the leader's chief lieutenant, told the group to 
“ignore it.” 

When they finished, the Red Devils left the mess hall, but one of the 
stragglers caught sight of the Bull Dogs dumping their dirty plates and 
ice cream cartons on the Red Devil table. Tie became involved in a 
physical altercation which was stopped by the counselor when one 
Bull Dog pulled out his knife, opened the blade, and had to be re- 
strained from brandishing it. 

This event, which the Bull Dogs saw as the doings of the Red Dev- 
ils, set off a series of raids and fights which soon had to^be stopped by 
all means. I'he next morning, the Red Devils deliberately dirtied uj) 
their table at breakfast- to make the clean-up work hard for the Bull 
Dogs, who were on K.P. that day. When the Bull Dogs saw the messy 
table, they decided to mess up the table further and leave it. C., their 
leader, was against this action, but the group went ahead and he 
joined in. They smeared the table with cocoa, sugar, syrup, etc., and 
left it. It was soon alive with bees and wasps. The group hung the 
walls with threatening and derogatory posters against the Red Devils. 

The upshot of this was that at lunch that day the two groups lined 
up across the mess hall from each other and began to fight— shouting, 
thr^Aving knives, cups, etc., and becoming so excited that intervention 
became necessary. 

No one of either group knew who started the fight. Each was sure it 
was someone in the other group. 
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As this point, it was quickly decided hy the staff to stop Stage 111 o£ 
the experiment immediately and to concentrate on breaking down the 
in-groups. The decision was to stop the intense inter-group conflict by 
any means necessary and then to initiate a camp program in which all 
boys would participate on a camp-wide basis. The expei iment, from 
the point of view of controlling the situation, was over at this point, 
"rhere was no systematic attempt at integration after Stage III. The 
instructions to all the staff members were to do away with the hostility 
as much as possible in order to send everyone home feeling good. In 
this period, a great deal of information and significant leads were 
gained for the luturc study of integration of hostile groups and elimi- 
nation of hostility, which is certainly the pressing problem to be 
tackled. 

In spite of the genuine efforts of the participant observers and jun- 
ior counselors to stop the figliting, the acts and words of hostility con- 
tinued. 1 he Bull Dogs raided the Red Devil bunkhouse to regain a 
supply of green apples which they had stored as ammunition “just in 
case/' and which the Red De\ils had taken from them. 

At ihe instigation of a counselor, (he Bull Dogs decided to send ft. 
on a “peace mission" to the lurious Red De\ils. H. was chosen because 
his athletic prowess was admiied by all the camp and because during 
the athletic series he had remained on somewhat better terms with the 
Red Devil leader than had any other Lull Dog. However, the formerly 
temperate Red Devil leaders, S. and L., who fiad advised the group to 
“ignoie" the Bull Dogs, turned down ll.’s efforts. In spite of their 
counselor’s argument, the Red Devils declined to settle with the Bull 
Dogs until they had had a chance to “get even." II.'s “peace mission" 
ended in inglorious failure: he was chased from tJie Red Devil bunk- 
house in a hail oi green aiqiles. 

The Red Devils w'cre observed going on unauthorized expeditions 
to collect green apples and were later instructed that there was to be 
no more fighting. Pictures were taken of this secret expedition. 

In spite of the fact that the Red Devils were dead-tired from the ac- 
tivities of t/ie day, these youngsters succeeded in awakening and dress- 
ing at 2 A.M. with the intention ol raiding the Bull Dogs. T^is 
attempted raid was an “upper-crust" aflair, led by S. and his lieuten- 
ants. The raid was stopped by the participant observer and junior 
counselor, who were asleep in the cabin, when one of the would-be 
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raiders kicked over a barrel of green apples which were to be used as 
ammunition. Since it was dark, no one could be sure who did this. The 
boys were in general agreement on a culprit who himself vigorously 
denied the charge, saying that S., the leader, made the noise. After 
going back to bed, the Red Devils were stopped from raiding again at 
6 A.M. the same morning. Both groups were made to dump the ammu- 
nition they had hoarded. 

'Fhe degree of hostility between the two groups can be clearly seen 
in the posters which were made by the boys and hung in ihe mess hall 
and in each others* cabins. I’hese posters were made in every case ty 
boys low in status in their respective groups. This, along with otJier 
evidence which has been touched upon, suggests that manifestations of 
inter-group hostility and rivalry of gioup Tnembers low in status may 
at times be more intense than the manifestations of members higher 
in status. It seems likely that the members low in status, having greater 
strivings for status within the group, may go to greater lengths in try- 
ing to gain recognition by showing their identification and loyalty to 
the in-group (Figs. 4-5 are examples of these posters). 

In brief, the conset|uences of the inter-group relations in competi- 
tive sitiialicms and in frustrating situations which members of one 
group peiceived as coming from the other group weie: (1) to solidiiy 
the in-group belongingness and solidarity, to enhance in-group de 
mocracy, and to strengthen in-group friendships; (2) to generate and 
increase out-grou]) hostility, to produce derogatory narti^e-callifif!; whlih 
came close to standardi/ing ol negative stereotypes in relation to the 
out-group (i.c., rudimenls of prejudue). 

Thus we sec in a cone 1 etc way that in-group democracy and coopei- 
ation does not necessarily mean democracy and co()peiation with the 
out-group and its member, il the directions and interests of the groups 
are in conflict. 

In dealing with iiiter-gioup relations, the vital interests and direc- 
tions of the groups in their day-to-day living have to be given their due 
weights. The attempis to bring people into coniact in a group situa- 
tion and to change their pctceptions and attitudes without giving 
I)rpper weight to the vital intnesls ol group members is hardly more 
thlni playing with shadows. The facts of structuring and re-structuiing 
perceptions and attitudes are not arbitrary affairs. They arc organi- 




Figure 4. 




Figure 5. 
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tally related to the motives sanctioned and legulatcd by actual group 
memberships. 

It is noi possible here to deal at any length with other altermaths of 
this experiment. After Stage HI. the boys were bi ought together once 
moie. Iheii tables were scpaiated so that all boys would “mix up,” 
and they were enc out aged to do so b) the counselors. With some pci- 
suasion, the groups attended bitthday panics, camp fires, and other 
activities together. Individual competitions, Uack meets, a stunt night, 
etc. were held. 

Probably the most eficctivc e\enl for the bicaking up of the in- 
gioups was a camp-wide soltl)all game in which a team chosen by the 
boys from the entile camp competed with an outside giouj) of boss 
Irom the neighboiing town. In this, the boys pai ticipated ns tampos, 
not as in-gioup mc'inbers. However, it should be lecogni/ed that any 
flit me experiment designed to stud) the jnocess ol integration be- 
tsveen two such hostile ingroups should baldly be st'^ited b) uniting 
the in-gioups against still .mother in-gioup. 

The postexpeiimerital period did relieve a good dc^al of the genei 
atecl tension, m iliat there were no more collective fights. Howeser, 
the esidemes ol the in group lines des eloped during the exjreiimental 
[leiiod were obseiscd on subscejuent da)s. Seating anangements, 
fric'iiclship pieleiemes, etc. (ontinued to lollow group lines on the 
whole. On the List night ol (amp. the boys ol tire two exjieiimental 
groups insisted that they wanted sejraiate campfires because they 
wanted to be “by themselves” lor the last time. In spite of their nrix- 
ing, the old names and songs foi the opjrositc group cropped up occa- 
sionally at these gatherings. 

Beloic clcjsing this general report ol oui study, I would like to em- 
phasize one theoretical and methodological jroinl that has served as 
the guiding piirrciple in the conception and cxecutiorr of our investi- 
gation. This guiding principle, as has been pointed out earlier (p. 
‘^89 fl.), Iras been that the reactions (pcice])tual, judgineutal, etc.) ol the 
individual take place within theii appropr iateieleicnce frames. Follow- 
ing the implications ol this piinc iple, it is becoming more andmoie evi- 
dent that peiccptiial, judgmental, moiivational, and other rcactionstof 
the individual member in a gioup sitiiai'oir can be aclecjuatcly under- 
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stood only by placing him in the group setting of which he is a part. 
And this, in turn, implies that the effects of group situations and par- 
ticipation as a group member will be reflected even in the relatively 
simple discriminations (judgments), perceptions, and other reactions 
of the individual. This being the case, the effects of the group situa- 
tion, and the changes brought about in attitudes toward the in-group 
and the out-group and their respective members, can be studied in 
terms of precise laboratory experiments, such as the currently accumu- 
lating judgment and perception studies. This will constitute a signifi- 
cant advance in method over observation of actual behavioral events 
alone. The actual behavioral events are more difficult to observe with 
precision and present baffling problems in their ordering along defi- 
nite dimensions. If the psychological significance of the actual behav- 
ioral events can be epitomized and measured in terms of representative 
judgmental and perceptual situations, we shall be achieving a metho- 
dological gain close to the laboratory level. 

In the observational data, we have concrete leads for reducing the 
gross behavioral trends to clear-cut perceptual and judgmental situa- 
tions. For example, in competitive games, the members of the oppos- 
ing teams were very keen in catching even the slightcsl errors or fouls 
committed or supposedly committed by their opponents. Such errois 
or alleged errors instantaneously brought forth shouts of protest fiom 
the group concerned, almost to a man. Correspondingly, any success 
exhibited by their in-group players brought forth almost unanimous 
cries of elation. In instances of dispute where errors or fouls were not 
so clear-cut, both grodps invaiiabiy lined up against each other and 
the referees to jirove that their opponents were in the wrong, citing all 
kinds of “observations” to substantiate their point. Following this 
lead, after in-group and out-gioup delineation is experimentally pro- 
duced and tension is mounting between groups, members of opposing 
teams can be brought into controlled situations to study their percep- 
tual selectivity and distoilion. For exam|ile, a series of pictures can be 
designed in which the face of the player committing an error or 
achieving a success is not clear. These pictures can be shown to mem- 
bers of each of the gioups for a suitably slioit time, and the groups* 
identifications obtained for the individuals in the pictures who are in 
error or are achieving success. In line with the findings concerning 
perceptual selectivity and shifts brought about by motivational factors. 
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it can be predicted that picture identifications will significantly follow 
group lines — the number of identified heroes being greater on the in- 
group side and the number of culprits being greater on the antago- 
nistic out-group side. 

Another good possibility is the use of the autokinelic situation, 
which can be employed in different ways to pioduce significant trends 
along group lines. For example, one such possibility is to get the scale 
of distribution and the norm ot ]udgments first indiiudnally from the 
members of opposing groups. The members could then be paired, 
witlj one member of the pair fiom each of the opposing groups. Also, 
the individuals would be jiaired with other members ot their in-group. 
It can be stated as a plausible hypothesis that the departure trom the 
individual norms of the first individual session in the direction of a 
common norm in a subscijucnt group situatron will be greater in the 
case of the in-group pairs than with the jiaiis composed of in-group 
and oul-group members. 

The above are two of several possible judgmental and perceptual 
situations which can be utih/cd to rneasiue group ellccts. Such (ori- 
trolled study of the cilects of expenmentally produced group situa- 
tions could be made in relation to other lunctions as well. Rote learn- 
ing and selective lorgetting could be studied easily by presentation ol 
simple verbal stimuli, siuh as lists ol ad)ctti\es. It would be interest- 
ing, for example, to (onipaic the rate of learning and retention by in- 
group members ol iincoinplinieniar y adjecti\es when these adjectivc^s 
arc applied to their ingroup and when applied to the out-group and 
Its members. 

Ihiough such an approach, judgmental, percepiual, learning, moti- 
vational processes can be studied in a unified exprimiental design in 
a group setting which is ilscdf expeumenially pioduced. 

This study was not carried out in a sadistic spirit to generate group 
tensions. It was carried out with the conviction that we must attain a 
clear understanding of the under l)ing factors producing liiction and 
tensions among human groupings il vve are to deal with them effec- 
tively. Otherwise, our efforts in the direction ot their elimination will 
continue to be wasteful. T"he real advances in medical sciences haVe 
been achieved, I believe, by going the outset to the causation of 
disease. 
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Our next step will be the study o£ integration in inter-group rela- 
tions. We have already learned a few lessons from the present study 
which are in line with the more empirical data of men in the social 
sciences. 'Fhese may scr\c as the basis for further hypotheses and ex- 
perimentation. 
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